
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 133 913 95 EA 009 188

TITLE Schools and Neighborhoods Research Study:
Neighborhood Impact Study. Final Report.

INSTITUTION Seattle Public Schools, Wash.; Washington Univ.,
Seattle. Bureau of School Service and Research.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DHEW), Washington, D.C.
PUB DATE 1 Aug 76
NOTE 351p.; Some graphs and attachments may not reproduce

clearly; For related documents, see EA 009 185-189

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$19.41 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Community Surveys; *Crime; Demography; Elementary

Education; Enrollment Trends; *Property Appraisal;
*School Budget Elections; *School Closing; Tables
(Data)

IDENTIFIERS Schools and Neighborhoods Research Project; *Seattle
Washington Schools; *Washington (Seattle)

ABSTRACT
The general thrust of this report is to examine the

impact of school closures on the following clusters of variables:
population and land use trends--including changes in age structure,
birthrates, racial composition, social and economic characteristics,
demolitions and new structures, and occupancy rates in residential
and commercial structures; school enrollment changes--including
analysis of student mobility immediately following closure;
residential property values--including physical characteristics of
housing; crime and fire rates; school support by local citizens as
measured by local election results; and general quality of
neighborhood life--including daily activity patterns, recreational
behavior of residents, and community reaction to closure decisions.
Because of the widely different data sources and methodologies
required to examine the variable clusters, the findings are presented
according to variable clusters rather than by school neighborhoods.
Certain of the summary data relating to the six clusters are included
in the text; additional data has been included in attachments to the
report. (Author/IRT)

* ******************************************************
Documen -zquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

* materials nou available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
***********************************************************************



NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT STUDY

FINAL REPORT

August 1, 1976

Prepared by

THE BUREAU OF SCHOOL SERVICE AND RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
Seattle, Washington 98195

Prepared for

SCHOOLS AND NEIGHBORHOODS PROJECT

Seattle, Washington

3



STAFF FOR NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT STUDY

Study Director:

Howard M. Johnson, Associate Director
Bureau of School Service and Research
University of Washington

Principal Investigators and U.S. Faculty Positions:

Crime and Fire Rates Jack A.N. Ellis, Associate Professor
School of Social Work

Voting Patterns Richard F. Elmore, Assistant Professor
Graduate School of Public Affairs

Population and Land Use Trends . . . Richard L. Morrill, Chairman
Department of Geography

Property Values Warren R. Seyfried, Professor
Business Administration and Urban
Planning

Neighborhood Quality of Life . . . . Virginia L. Sharp, Instructor
Department of Geography/Institute for
Environmental Studies

School Enrollment George C. Shepherd, Consultant
Bureau of School Service and Research
(formerly a population analyst with
Seattle Public Schools)

Research Assistants/Areas of Study:

Sandra S. Barto, emography
Charlette K. Hiatt, Cartography
Gary M. Kipp, Educat oml Administration
Diane L. Manninen, Geography
Charles Maynard, Social Work
Eric C. Nelson, Computer Analysis
Howard A. Schwartz, Urban Planning
John C. Seyfried, Economics

4



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF MAPS vii

LIST OF PROFILES vii

LIST OF FIGURES viii

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS xi

INTRODUCTION 1

Chapter

1. SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS AND THE STUDY DESIGN 4

CHARACTERISTICS OF CLOSURE NEIGHBORHOODS 7

CIRCUMSTANCES ASSOCIATED WITH CLOSURE DECISIONS 9

COMMUNITY ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL CLOSURE 14

PLAN OF STUDY 29

2. POPULATION AND LAND USE IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 31

DATA SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY 32

OVERALL TRENDS IN POPULATION AND LAND USE VARIABLES 34

PROFILES OF SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 39

DETAILED STUDY OF POPULATION AND LAND USE PATTERNS 84

SCHOOL CLOSURE AND CHANGES IN POPULATION AND LAND USE

3. SCHOOL ENROLLMENT CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER CLOSURF

ENROLLMENT TRENDS BEFORE AND AFTER CLOSURE 96

5



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)
Page

MOBILITY OF STUDENTS IN INTERLAKE-ALLEN AND MANN-MINOR-

LESCHI 101

MOBILITY OF STUDENTS AND ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES 112

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT CHANGES AND SCHOOL CLOSURES 117

4. RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS AND VALUES 119

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 119

COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUES 131

5. CRIME AND FIRE RATES IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 150

INCIDENCE OF CRIME IN SEATTLE SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 150

RESIDENTIAL FIRES IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS 157

SCHOOL CLOSURE AND THE INCIDENCE OF CRIMES/FIRES 159

6. PUBLIC SUPPORT IN SCHOOL ELECTIONS 174

METHOD OF ANALYSIS 174

SCHOOL LEVY RESULTS IN CLOSURE AND CONTROL SCHOOLS 177

SCHOOL SUPPORT AND SCHOOL CLOSURE 180

7. THE IMPACT OF SCHOOL CLOSURE IN SEATTLE 187

CLOSURE IMPACTS IN INTERLAKE, MANN, GEORGETOWN AND DECATUR 188

NEED FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION 189

6

iv



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

1.01 Selected Data for Closure Neighborhoods, 1960 8

2.01 Population Change in Closure and Control Areas, 1970-74 . . 35

2.02 Resident Births and Deaths in Closure and Control Areas . . 36

2.03 Net Migration of Population in Closure and Control
Areas, 1970-74 38

2.04 Interlake-Allen Occupancy Changes (1969-71 and 1971-75) . . 88

2.05 Occupancy Changes in Decatur Attendance Area (1969-71
and 1973-75) 90

2.06 Occupancy Data on Mann Attendance Area 91

3.01 Student Enrollment i- Seattle Public Schools, K-6 97

3.02 Enrollment Shifts Following Interlake Closure 102

3.03 Enrollment Declines in Interlake, Mann, and Summit 103

3.04 Out-Migration Patterns at Interlake-Allen, Grades 3-4
(expressed as percent of resident student group) 105

3.05 Interlake-Allen Enrollments, Grades K-6 108

3.06 Out-Migration Patterns at Mann-Minor-Leschi, Grades 2-4
(expressed as percent of resident student group) 110

3.07 Achievement Test Scores at Interlake-Allen, Grades 3-4
(expressed as average percentile for grade level group) . 113

3.08 Achievement Test Scores at Mann-Minor-Leschi, Grades 2-4
(expressed as average percentile for grade level group) . . 114

3.09 Changes in Achievement Test Scores for Interlake-Allen
Students (expressed as average percentile for grade
level group) 116

4.01 Changes in Housing Classification in Interlake-Allen . . . 122

4.02 Changes in Housing Classification in Mann-Minor-Leschi . . 124

7



LIST OF TABLES (Continued) Page

4.03 Changes in Housing Classification in Georgetown-Concord . . . 127

4.04 Changes in Housing Classification in Decatur-Maple Leaf . . 128

4.05 Changes in Housing Classification in Summit-Maple 130

4.06 Sales Rates in Closure and Control Schools, 1960-74 140

4.07 Immediate Pre- and Post-Closure Sales Rates 141

4.08 Average Land Assessments--Pre- and Post-Closure Years . . . . 143

4.09 Average Land Values by Distance from School--Interlake-
Allen (expressed as dollars per square foot of land) . . . 147

4.10 Average Land Values by Distance from School--Mann-Minor-
Leschi (expressed as dollars per square foot of land) . . . 148

8

vi



LIST OF MAPS

Map
Page

1.01 School Neighborhoods--Closure and Non-Closure 5

3.01 Immediate, General and Total Attendance Areas for

Interlake and Allen
107

3.02 Immediate, General and Total Attendance Areas for

Mann, Minor and Leschi
111

4.01 Location of Sample Census Blocks in Interlake 138

6.01 Precinct Overlap with Concord Attendance Area 176

LIST OF PROFILES

Profile
Page

2.01 Interlake-Allen Attendance Areas 41

2.02 Decatur-Maple Leaf Attendance Areas 49

2.03 Georgetown-Concord Attendance Areas 56

2.04 Mann-Minor-Leschi Attendance Areas 64

2.05 Summit-Maple Attendance Areas
72

9

vii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure

2.01 Graphic Summary of Population and Mobility Change

Page

(Interlake-Allen) 42

2.02 Graphic Summary of Population and Mobility Change
(Decatur-Maple Leaf) 50

2.03 Graphic Summary of Population and Mobility Change

(Georgetown-Concord) 57

2.04 Graphic Summary of Population and Mobility Change

(Mann-Minor-Leschi) 65

2.05 Graphic Summary of Population and Mobility Change
(Summit and Maple) 73

4.01 Mean Sale Values for Interlake-Allen, 1966-74 145

4.02 Mean Sale Values for Mann-Minor-Leschi, 1964-72 146

5.01 Difference Between School Neighborhood and City Crime

Rates 153

5.02 Part One and Property Crime Rates for City of Seattle,
1960-1975 155

5.03 Property Crime Rates in Interlake-Allen, 1966-1975 161

5.04 Property Crime Rates in Decatur-Maple Leaf, 1966-1975 . . . . 162

5.05 Property Crime Rates in Mann-Minor-Leschi, 1963-1974 . . 163

5.06 Property Crime Rates in Georgetown-Concord, 1966-1974 . . . . 164

5.07 Property Crime Rates in Summit, 1960-1969 165

5.08 Property Crime Rates in Maple, 1966-1974 16-6

5.09 Fire Rates in Interlake-Allen, 1966-1974 168

5.10 Fire Rates in Decatur-Maple Leaf, 1966-1974 169

5.11 Fire Rates in Mann-Minor-Leschi, 1966-1973 170

viii

LO



LIST OF FIGURES (Continued) Page

5.12 Fire Rates in Georgetown-Concord, 1966-1974 171

5.13 Fire Rates in Summit, 1966-1970 172

5.14 Fire Rates in Maple, 1966-1974 173

6.01 Level of School Support, City of Seattle, 1966-1975 178

6.02 Level of School Support in Interlake-Allen, 1968-1975 . . . . 183

6.03 Level of School Support in Decatur-Maple Leaf, 1968-1975 . . 184

6.04 Level of School Support in Mann-Minor-Leschi, 1966-1972 . . . 185

6.05 Level of School Support in Georgetown-Concord, 1968-1975 . . 186

11
ix



LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

Attachment

lA - Data Sources for Assessing Community Attitudes Toward Closure
(Including Community Leader Interview Guide)

2A - Allocation of Census Tracts to School Attendance Areas

2B - Detailed Data Tables for Closure and Control Schools

2C - Population Changes by Block in Selected School Areas

2D - Demolition and Construction Plots, 1972, 1973, 1974 and
Residential and Commercial Occupancy Change Plots,
1969-71 and 1971-75

3A - Detailed Mobility Data and Maps on Interlake-Allen

3B - Detailed Mobility Data and Maps on Mann-Minor-Leschi

4A - Sample Census Blocks in Closure-Control Schools (Including
Number of Properties in Each)

4B - Contents of Property Data File (Including Card Format)

4C - Miscellaneous Tables on Assessments/Sales of 'Property

SA - Construction of Crime and Fire Rates by School Attendance Area

SB - Part One and Property Crime Statistics for City and School
Neighborhoods

SC - Residential Fire Statistics for City and School Neighborhoods

6A - Problems in Allocating Legislative District Precincts to School
Attendance Areas

6B - Selection of Precincts Close to the School

6C - Levy Data

12



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

In completing its investigation of school closures in Seattle, the

study staff has received excellent cooperation from a number of city and

county agencies. The City of Seattle Office of Policy Planning was

extremely helpful in sharing census data and records on demolition, new

construction and conversion, the King County Assessor's Office assisted

with property assessment and sales information, and the King County

Elections Office made available its individual precinct records on school

elections over the past ten years. The Law and Justice Planning Office

of the City of Seattle was helpful in identifying sources of crime

statistics and the Seattle Fire Department shared its records on occurrence

of residential fires, 1966-1974. Data from each cf these sources was

essential in examining the impact of previous school closures in the

Seattle School District.

Equally important was the cooperation received from various depart-

ments within the School District itself. The Superintendent's Office

provided access to Board minutes, letters to Board members, and clippings

related to closure decisions. The data processing division supplied enroll-

ment counts to study staff members and the testing department assisted in

compiling test score data for individual schools. Mr. Donald Eismann,

Director of the Schools and Neighborhoods Project, and his two research

assistants, MS. Alice Woldt and Ms. Nancy Burton, were always available

to assist in locating needed data sources and attended the several advisory

committee meetings. Without help from persons in these several school

district offices, the impact study would not have been possible.

xi

13



Dr. Robert Anderson, Director of the Bureau of School Service and

Research, provided both financial support and office space needed for

completing the project. Acknowledgment is also given for the secretarial

assistance (in different offices on and off campus) required in putting

:ogether the various report documents and particularly to Michelle Jones

and Christine Vilches of the Bureau of School Service and Research who

completed typing on final drafts of the report.

14

xii



INTRODUCTION

This report presents data and summarizes conclusions related to

the Schools and Neighborhoods Research Study. This Schools and Neighborhoods

Research Study is a joint City of Seattle and Seattle School District

project and is directed by a city-school district advisory committee. The

project is funded through a grant from the National Institute of Education.

The Study has as one of its major purposes an examination of possible

impacts of closing schools. This particular report represents one of the

major thrusts of this examination of school closure impacts and concentrates

upon an examination of demographic and other trends in Seattle school

neighborhoods where closure has been experienced. The work has been

completed under contract with the University of Washington's Bureau of

School Service and Research which pulled together an interdisciplinary

team of investigators to design and carry out the data collection and

analysis requirements of the contract.

The specific requirements of the study are detailed in "Contract

for Neighborhood Impact Study -- Seattle School District Request for

Proposal No. B105042"; however, the general thrust was one of examining the

impact of school closures on the following clusters of variables:

Population and Land Use Trends
(including changes in age structure, birth rates, racial
composition, social and economic characteristics, demolitions
and new structures, and occupancy rates in residential and
commercial structures)

School Enrollment Changes
(including analysis of student mobility immediately following
closure)

1
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Residential Property Values
(including physical characteristics of housing)

Crime and Fire Rates

School Support by Local Citizens
(as measured by levy election results)

General Quality of Neighborhood Life
(including daily activity patterns, recreational behavior
of residents, and community reaction to closure decisions)

A single principal investigator was assigned responsibility for

each of these variable clusters. The Bureau of School Service and Research

has in this report attempted to compile the findinp of the several

investigators and to draw overall conclusions regarding the impact of

school closures in the Seattle School District. Because of the limited

number of closure cases and the wide variability of situations represented

in these closure cases, it is important to think of this study effort as

exploratory in nature. The most that can be said of a generalizable nature

is thai both the conditions existing at the time of closure and the observed

impacts of the closure are different in each closure situation. While it may

be possible to draw out of this study effort certain types of school closure

situations (e.g., the closure which is an inevitable conclusion of encroach-

ing industrial and commercial land uses or the closure which results from

an area-wide decline in school-age children) and to formulate probable

impacts for them, it is impossible to generalize across the widely different

situations encountered in this limited study within the Seattle School

nistrict. Hopefully, using the methodologies of this study in other school

closure situations can someday provide more generalizability to the tenta-

tive conclusions reached in this exploratory effort.

Because of the widely different data sources and methodologies

required to examine the above-listed variable clusters, it makes sense to

16



present the findings according to variable-clusters rather than by school

neighborhoods. With this in mind, discussion of impacts related to the

several variable clusters are included in Chapters 2-6. The overall study

plan and the hypotheses formulating the basis of the impact analysis are

outlined in Chapter 1. This first chapter also includes a detailed

accounting of community reactions to real and threatened school closures

in the Seattle School District.

Certain of the summary data relating to the six variable clusters

are included in the text of this report. Additional data has been included

in attachments to this report. The more detailed data files are available

in the offices of the Seattle School District and the Bureau of School

Service and Research, University of Washington. It is quite possible that

additional analyses of data files accumulated in this study can lead to

other insights into the impacts of school closures or can be used as a

basis for examining other questions about the school neighborhoods included

in this study.



Chapter 1

SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS AND THE STUDY DESIGN

Prior to beginning this study of school closure impact, the Schools

and Neighborhoods Research Study staff identified five schools which were

closed over the ten-year period, 1965-1974. These five schools and their

respective closure dates are as follows:

Summit 1965

Mann --- 1968

Georgetown --- 1971

Interlake --- 1971

Maple --- 1971

Because at the time of its closure the Maple School was replaced

with a new school just a few blocks away, it was decided that Maple should

be examined only in a very general way and that Decatur, a school threatened

with closure in 1974, should be. substituted as a school comnunity to be

studied in greater detail.

Also, prior to instituting this *pact study, the Schools and

Neighborhoods Study staff identified (through the use of 1970 U.S. Census

data and factor analysis procedures) control neighborhoods for all except

Summit and Maple. The Maple case was discussed above, and the Summit

.-:chool's unique location on the edge of the downtown commercial area made

it impossible to find a suitable control school. Map 1.01 shows the

approximate location of each of the closure and control or non-closure

4
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schools involved in this impact study. It should be observed that the study

encompassed a total of eleven school neighborhoods:

Closure Neighborhoods Non-Closure Neighborhoods

Summit None

Mann Minor-Leschi

Georgetown Concord

Interlake Allen

Maple None

Decatur* Maple Leaf

Of these eleven neighborhoods, all except Summit and Maple (which

had no non-closure control neighborhoods) have been examined in relation

to the six variable clusters listed in the Introduction of this report. In

the case of Summit and Mapile, the analysis is less extensive, particularly

with respect to property values, school levy election results, and student

mobility.

This particular study of school closure impacts employs a quasi-

experimental approach in the sense that control neighborhoods are used as

a basis for comparison of social and demographic changes in most of the

closure school areas. While it is obviously impossible to find anything

approaching an ideal control neighborhood for any given closure scheJl,

selection of the non-closure or control neighborhoods was based upon a

factor analysis which considered similarity in important social and demo-

graphic characteristics, including such variables as population per square

mile, deaths per thousand population, population in same house as 1965,

*Decatur was not actually closed but was seriously threatened

(along with several other schools) with closure in June, 1974.

20
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and amount of total acreage committed to government and education use. All

variables used in the factor analysis were based on the year 1970.

In this first chapter of the report, both the characteristics of

the closure neighborhoods and the circumstances associated with their

closure are described. This chapter also includes a summary of community

attitudes toward the several closure decisions. Following these descriptive

materials (and in the final part of the Chapter), the study plan is outlined.

This study plan includes a brief discussion of the hypotheses which guided

I-1.e examination of closure impacts in the six closure neighborhoods identified

on Map 1.01.

Characteristics of Closure Neighborhoods

In Table 1.01, we observe that all but one of the school neighbor-

hoods included in the closure groap fall below the district average in 1960

median family income and that is Decatur, the one school which was only

threatened with closure. The same relationship holds for percent of

professional/technical and managerial workers with all except Decatur

falling below the district average of 26 percent. Interlake most closely

matches the district composite; Summit, Mann, and Georgetown clearly deviate

the most from district averages, each falling well below the district

average on the three socioeconomic indicators presented in Table 1.01. With

respect to percent of population under 18 years of age, all districts except

Summit and Decatur fall within the 25-35 range. In 1960, only five percent

of the Summit area population was under age 18 while 40 percent of the

Decatur population was in this same age category. In general, one can see

that elementary school closures in the Seattle School District over the past

21
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Table 1.01

Selected Data for Closure Neighborhoods, 1960a

School Attpndance
Areau

Median
Family
Income

Percent of
Prof/Tech and
Managerial
Workers

Percent
Unemployed

Percent of
Population
Under 18

Summit (1965) $5375 24 14.0 5

Mann (1968) 5235 13 10.6 34

Georgetown (1971) 5808 10 11.3 28

Interlake (1971) 6515 21 6.6 29

Maple (1971) 6810 15 4.5 34

Decatur (1974) 7614 40 2.9 40

Seattle Districtc $6942 26 6.5 29

aThe figures in this Table are based on census tract allocations from the 1960

U.S. Census. Schools are listed here according to the year of closure (or

threatened closure). The year of closure (a threatened closure in the case
of Decatur) is indicated in parentheses following each school.

The attendance areas used here and throughout the report are those existing

just prior to closure of the school.

cThe Seattle District data are actually for the City of Seattle and exclude
two census tracts (263 and 264) which overlap with the Seattle School District

but are not in the City.
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ten years have occurred in neighborhoods which are below the district average

in terms of major socioeconomic indicators.

Circumstances Associated with Closure Decisions

"Controversy over closing of Seattle Schools is nothing new." So

read a headline in The Seattle Times December 9, 1973. In fact, Seattle has

closed 41 schools since 1883. Each produced at least some local personal

reactions, and many threw the entire city into turmoil, especially closures

in 1932, 1940, 1946, 1971 and threatened closures several other years.

Though reasons for both closing and maintaining neighborhood schools often

have a familiar ring, each case is distinct and represents a combination of

unique individual characteristics based on tine, place, and social climate.

For this reason comparisons of past and future closures, especially for

predicting effects of future closures, must be carefully constructed. While

the histories of past closures in Seattle are detailed in the next section

of this chapter, it is appropriate here to review the circumstances surrounding

each of the six closures (or threatened closures) covered in this particular

study.

School

voters

cation

Summit School was "permanently closea" by a vote of the Seattle

Board on August 25, 1965. Less than three months later Seattle

authorized sale

for the closure

of the building, but no takers were found. Justifi-

was given as ". . . because of outworn facilities

and a declining school population which made it economically impossible to

continue a strong program at that site." (Forbes Bottomly, Superintendent

of Seattle Public Schools, in a letter to parentsdated July 5, 1966). The

200 students who had attended Summit were bussed to schools outside the

Central Area with little reaction from individual parents or the community.

23
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The fact that only five percent of the Summit area population was in the

under-18 age classification may explain this .bsence of any strong negative

reaction to closure. Regardless of the building's unsuitability as an

elementary school because of its inadequate play area and inability to meet

fire codes, the school building remained closed for only one year. From

September 1966 through June 1973 the building was leased by Seattle Central

Community College to house its classes while its campus was under construc-

tion. Efforts to sell the building were repeated during the summer of 1973;

but again no acceptable buyers could be found. Even before the solicitation

of bids commenced, other potential school uses were suggested including

housing the City's second Nova alternative high school, "Ableside." From

1973 until the present time, variously named alternative programs have made

use of the basement and sub-basement of the "permanently closed" old Summit

School, with a current enrollment of 133 students from throughout the City.

Upper floors cannot be used because of failure to meet fire codes. Never-

theless, attempts to close and sell the Summit building again in the summer

of 1974 met with even more public reaction tlan earlier efforts, this time

from parents and students involved in the alternative program.

Other schools "permanently closed" since 1965 have somewhat similar

histories. Though none is being used for its original purpose--a neighbor-

hood elementary school--all still operate as integral parts of the Seattle

school system. Horace Mann School, closed initially at the end of the

1967-68 school year, has been in continuous use since its closure. Though

Lilildren had been bussed out of the Mann neighborhood for several years

because of the school's overcrowded condition and proposals for closing the

Fehool had been presented by recognized organizations and individuals from

within the Central Area community, reactions to the closure of Mann were

24
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significant. Unlike the Summit case, where closure was for primarily physical

and demographic reasons, the closure of Mann marked the beginning of the

Seattle School Board's long uphill fight to racially integrate the City's

schools. Closing Mann meant that a significant number of children from the

Central Area, mostly blacks, could be transferred into north-end Seattle

neighborhoods. There they would presumably reap the benefits of better

school facilities and a better all-around education. Closing Mann also made

possible establishment of the City's first ',magnet" program, an attempt to

keep inner-City students in school through alternative forms of education.

As part of an overall expansion of programs at Garfield High School (a block

from Mann), Mann helped to provide space for 716 students in dance, pottery,

sculpture, painting and other fine arts classes during its first year of

closure. Currently, the building houses both the Garfield Alternative

Program (GAP) and a Nova program, plus leased space for the Central Seattle

Community College.

The 1971 closures of Georgetown, Interlake and Maple schools were

for widely divergent reasons. Georgetown was a dying neighborhood with an

anticipated elementary school population of less than SO students by 1980.

By the spring of 1969 the school was declared ". . . the only remaining

viable social institution" in the community by its principal, and "its Parent-

Teacher Association [was] down to four or five conscientious regulars"

(The Seattle Times, April 10, 1969). There was little question that the

school should be closed for demographic and economic reasons. With comple-

tion of the new Maple school in February 1971, all Georgetown students were

transferred out of the old building. However, the building's vacancy was

short lived. Members of the community petitioned to have the building's

annexes used as a Georgetown Service Center even before the closure was

2 5
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completed. Beginning with the 1971-72 school year, Georgetown became the

home of the new Project Interchange Junior/Senior High School for would-be

dropouts from throughout the City. The school has been fully utilized

since its closure, currently housing 191 students plus many extracurricular

and community activities.

Old Maple School was "permanently closed" in February 1971 only to

be replaced by the New Maple School several blocks away. Primary justifi-

cation for closure was given as physical deterioration. Like the Summit

school, Maple was a multi-level building without sprinklers for the upper

floors and therefore could not meet fire codes. In addition, more space

was needed to house students from other old or declining schools including

Georgetown. The decision to close and replace Maple School was apparently

made as early as 1962, allowing adequate time for assigning students to

any of three new schools in the Beacon Hill area. Within a year after the

school's closure as a regular elementary facility, its lower floors became

home for Alternative Elementary School #1 which had been in leased facilities

since 1969. Like the other alternative programs, students are drawn from

throughout the City into, in this case, a "free school" situation. Enroll-

ment in this program continues at about 100 students.

Interlake Elementary School was "permanently closed" at the e:Id of

the 1970-71 school year primarily as a means of accommodating the School

Board's mandatory transfer plan for school integration. If Lincoln High

School was to achieve a more integrated enrollment, more space was needed

In the area. Interlake School had the potential of providing that space.

Speculation about the -losure and mandatory bussing plans for racial inte-

,,ration began at least full year before the actual closure decision;

ho4ever, it is doubtful that the parents of Interlake students became aware

2 6
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of a definite closure possibility until March 1971. Because of the inextri-

cable links between the closure and racial integration plans, it is virtually

impossible to determine which caused the greater outcry. The approximately

460 elementary students attending Interlake at the time of closure were

transferred to Day, Latona and McDonald schools as high school students

from both the immediate attendance area and the Central Area moved into the

old Interlake building. The entire building was used as expansion classrooms

for Lincoln High School until Spring 1975 when declining secondary enrollments

released part of Interlake for other uses. During the 1975-76 school year

the building began housing a wide range of activities including Follow

Through, Work Training, Interim School programs, Special Counseling and

Continuation, a nursery for the School-Age Parent Program, People's School,

a surplus book depository, and binding operations for the school district.

The building has been continuously utilized since its closure as an elementary

school in 1971.

Decatur Elementary presents a still different picture, as it was

merely threatened with closure to have occurred by fall of 1975. Because

of a moratorium on school closures announced at the end of August 1974,

actual closure never occurred for Decatur and six other schools threatened

with closure that year. However, the threat of closure was certainly per-

ceived as real from its first proposal to the School Board on June 26, 1974,

until 1, .e moratorium was voted two months later. Unlike five of the other

schools announced for possible closure at the time, Decatur had not been

previously threatened and was essentially a replacement on the previous year's

list for View Ridge, an adjacent attendance area which provided "a storm of

outcry" the summer before (The Seattle Times, June 26, 1974). Thanks to
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the closure moratorium, Decatur continues to perform as an elementary school,

though not all of its physical facilities are being fully utilized.

Having reviewed the wide variation in circumstances associated with

the several closures, it is important to examine in greater detail the community

reactions to school closure decisions and the way in which those reactions

affected decisions during the years immediately following closure. This

examination of community attitudes toward school closure (both those of a

gental nature and those related to specific school closures) follows in the

next section of this chapter.

Community Attitudes Toward School Closure

"More than 900 parents protested. They contended their children would

have too far to walk in attending other schools and would face
dangerous crossings."

"Parents in the neighborhood have opposed this move bitterly, but the
School Board decided that residential population in this area has
declined so steadily, it is no longer economically sound to operate
the two institutions."

Sound familiar? Although these quotations are not from current or

even recent debates over school closures, they could probably be reconsti-

tuted for 25 of the last 75 years. In fact, they reflect attitudes and

reactio, to closures which occurred over a generation ago in Seattle. Both

taking place in 1940, the first is a summary of a Seattle Times news account

of a hearing where parents lost an appeal against closing the old Rainler

school at Twenty-third Avenue South and South King Street. The second sums

cp the losing cause of parents in Ballard to save both the Irving and Ross

chools from closure. Mercer School was also rlosPri that same year.

History tells us that regardless of what school is facing closure,

there's bound to be some personal reaction. The magnitude and form of the
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reaction, however, may be shown to vary widely as a function of timing,

socioeconomic class of the school's constituents, and level of political

organization. Such variations are illustrated vividly in the responses

found to the six closures studied in this report. This section of the

report analyzes community attitudes and actions with respect to the six

closure situations. The analysis proceeds from a review of the context

of these closures relative to the Seattle school situation in general

to specific reviews of community responses to the six school closure cases

examined in this study. The data sources used in completing this analysis

are identified in'Attachment 1A.

Seattle School Context, 1960-1974---Closure of schools may be

justified for a number of different reasons. As discussed previously, the

six closures and threatened closures studied in this research were justified

either in terms of physical inadequacy, program emphasis, neighborhood

population change, and/or fiscal inadequacy. Because neighborhood population

change is considered in Chapter 2 of this report, it will not be examined

in detail here. The other three reasons for school closure and their

respective roles in the Seattle school situation are dealt with herein.

Seattle has been faced with problems of outmoded physical facilities

for many years. The early 1900's was a period of rapid population growth

for the City and its suburbs; the school district responded by building

between 1900 and 1910 a band of schools adjacent to the central city. All

of the six closure schools included in this study except Decatur were part

of this construction boom. In addition, 27 other schools were built during

this ten-year period.

In times of stringent budget constraints, as Seattle has faced often

during the past twenty years, allocations for maintenance and renovation
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are among the first cut. A visit to almost any of the schools built during

the 1900-1910 period will provide ample support for this statement. The

age of school buildings also often hinders modernization of school curricula.

Most of the schools built during the first decade of this century included

neither indoor recreation spaces (i.e., gymnasiums) nor auditoriums capable

of holding a significant portion of the school's population. Limitations

such as these, plus the inability to alter the building's inside partitions

without high costs in time and money, make it difficult to operate certain

modern programs at an efficient level.

Coupled with these problems of physical decay and inadequacy are

the declining enrollments Seattle has been experiencing for the past 14 years.

In 1962, enrollment in the Seattle School District peaked at 106,000. A 1974

projection estimated 1977 enrollments at 57,000 (The Seattle Times, June 26,

1974). The 1975-76 total enrollment was 66,400 on October 1, 1975 (personal

communication, Jim Faris). A recent student migration study of 51 school

districts in the State showed a net loss of 2,806 students from the Seattle

Public Schools between June 1974 and January 1975. Continued levy failures

and suburbanization will only hasten this out-migration process, leaving the

City of Seattle relatively devoid of a significant school-age population.

Since a critical mass of at least 200-300 elementary students is judged by

most educators to be necessary to carry out a well-rounded primary education

program efficiently, more schools may have to be closed if the exodus

continues. Based on these demographic and fiscal trends, the Seattle School

oistrict predicted in April 1975 that from 20 to 24 schools would have to be

closed by 1980.

The national and local movements for school integration following

the racial conflicts of the late 1960's have also had a profound effect on
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school planning in Seattle. As early as May 1965, the Seattle Urban League

had formally proposed that the School District adopt a "triad plan" for

racial equality. Affecting grades one through six only, the plan called

for treating trios of three schools as one, with each of the triad members

containing only a single pair of grades. For example, in the proposal one

of the suggested triads involved Interlake, Lowell and Mann. Interlake

was to house first and second grades only; Lowell would contain only third

and fourth grades; and Mann would consist of fifth and sixth grade classes.

In this way, students from each of the attendance areas would be forced to

interact with each other throughout their primary education and all students,

not just the blacks, would experience bussing. However, the plan was

rejected less than a week after its first airing. 1965 was apparently too

early for forced racial integration in Seattle.

Volunteer transfer programs aimed at bringing black children from

the Central Area into other parts of the city where white children dominated

and vice versa were first initiated in the fall of 1963. At that time, 238

black pupils were bussed to schools of their choice outside the Central Area,

presumably without incident (Seattle Junior Chamber of Commerce, Problems

and Progress in Seattle Public Schools, 1964). Precise figures describing

who was bussed where are sketchy, but by the 1967-68 school year, approxi-

mately 100 white students were being bussed into the Central Area each day

-oluntarily, while 300 black students were bussed in the opposite direction.

The following year there were approximately 400 students being transferred

in each direction.

The first mandatory transfers of pupils in Seattle were not for the

purpose of racial integration, but to optimize space utilization within the

district. In September 1965, 380 students from Mann, Leschi, and just-
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closed Summit were transferred to North-end schools. With the ciosure of

Horace Mann Elementary in 1968, the number of mandatory transfers reached

about 1,500. For the most part, these were minority and economically poorer

students being bussed to schools outside the Central Area.

Concern over bussing and neighborhood schools came to the forefront

of Seattle news and politics in 1970 when Superintendent Forbes Bottomly's

long-discussed 4-4-4 plan (a plan which would replace the existing junior

highs with middle schools serving grades 5-8) was to be instituted. On

September 27, 1970, the Seattle Post-Intelligencer's page one headline read,

"Seattle Schools Plan Mandatory Bussing." Between October and March,

virtually every neighborhood, Parent-Teacher Association, and city-wide

civic group reacted. Several previously inconspicuous groups which had

been opposing each other over Bottomly's "continuous progress centers" plan

since 1966, Save Our Neighborhood Schools (SONS) and Citizens for Quality

Education, suddenly became rallying points for citizen reactions. However,

because a number of interrelated changes were occurring at once--mandatory

bussing of blacks and whites for racial integration; change from neighbor-

hood to city-wide schools; associated school closures; perceived change in

the locus of school control--it is virtually impossible to tell which change

was most important to the citizenry. Quite often the effects of the con-

comitant changes were inseparable. For example, one letter sent to the

School Board in March 1971 included comments about "wanton school closure,"

"equal rights with the Central Area School Council," "lack of authority,

11lowing pot-smoking and other drugs in our schools," and "tampering with

history" by changing to the 4-4-4 plan. As will be seen in the individual

..:ase study discussions, in some cases the first and loudest reaction was to

the principle of mandatory bussing. Reactions to specific school closures
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were often relegated to second place behind the broader and more all-

encompassing bussing issue.

Immediately following the massive protests relating generally to

the bussing and intermediate school plan came a new levy request in May 1971.

In a statement released April 14, the School Board threatened a 20 percent

increase in class size and the closure of nine more schools if the year's

second levy failed. Luckily, it passed. (See Chapter 6, School Support by

Citizens.) But even when the levies passed in 1973 and 1974, lists of

proposed closures to meet budgetary restrictions were prepared and made

public. Six Seattle elementary schools--Northgate, University Heights,

Webster, View Ridge, Seward and High Point--were listed as having "met the

school administration's criteria for closure in the 1974-75 school year"

(P-I, June 13, 1973). In this case, "the decision to close six elementary

schools in the 1974-75 school year is part of a long-range administration

plan to reduce school overhead costs in line with a predicted steady decline

in enrollment" (Ibid.).

Only the last two schools on the list were among the nine schools

similarly threatened in 1971. Seven elementary schools, including all of

the above except View Ridge plus West Queen Anne and Decatur, were proposed

for closure again by the fall of 1975 in an administrative-planning document

released June 26, 1974. Again, the closures never materialized and a one-

year moratorium was placed on school closures after a "storm of protest"

from all communities affected. Justification cited for the closures was

consolidation to save costs as enrollments continued to decline. The pro-

posed temporary closure of five elementary schools in 1976 is for similar

reasons and, surprisingly, is to involve several schools not previously

threatened.
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Analysis of Specific Closure Situations---Up to this point, we have

examined in a general way problems related to past school closures in the

Seattle District and the reasons for these closures. We turn now to more

specific reactions to the six closures forming the focus of this study.

1. Summit Elementary School.

Information about community attitudes and actions regarding the
Summit School Closure in 1965 is exceedingly sparse. Time and lack
of a significant reaction at the time of closure have obscured the
1965 situation. No community people either active or knowledgable
about the closure at the time of its occurrence could be identified.
The Seattle Citizens Committee for School Support, though established
around 1963, apparently did not get involved in the Summit closure.
Given the lack of community roles in decision-making at this time,
the dispersed and transient nature of the community, and the seemingly
legitimate reasons for closure (outworn facilities and declining
neighborhood school population), the lack of response is not
surprising.

Even the allocation of the students displaced by closure of Summit
to the City's first mandatory bussing program produced a minimal
response. Summit students were transferred to Bagley, View Ridge,
McDonald and Interlake elementary schools, all across the ship canal.
The only documented responses found through all sources were a single
article in both the P-I and The Seattle Times about the school being
closed (dated August 26, 1965) and an article reminiscing "the good
old days" that Summit had seen which appeared in The Seattle Times
September 1, 1965. No letters to the editor of newspapers or letters
to School Board members were found, though this could be simply an
indicator of selective saving of records by the School District office.

In contrast, a,1974 effort to reclose the school and sell it as
surplus school district property met with immediate and vociferous
responses from the constituents of the Alternative Program being
housed there. A statement from the school's director, presumably
representing the school community, and personal letters from approxi-
mately two dozen parents and students were received by members of the
Seattle School Board immediately after the sale announcement was made.
Since no bidders were found either through sealed bids or through
public auction, the basement floor of Summit continues to be used by
the Summit Alternative School, a high school program serving 133
students in 1975-76 from throughout the City. The top two floors
remain boarded up because of inadequate fire protection. Exterior
paint is peeling, and the general appearance of the building and
grounds is of a long forgotten edifice. In five observations at the
site, the only observed use of external school facilities was by
students having lunch on the Summit Street side of the building on a
warm sunny day. With no recreational equipment or space available at
the Summit site, it is not surprising that more outside activities
were not found.
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To summarize, it appears that the minimal response to the original
Summit closure was justified given the timing and reasons for closure.
Changing attitudes and public participation in decision making have
placed Summit in a different role since its use for a city-wide school

program has given the old school a new life which is meaningful to at

least some of its constituents and worth fighting to retain.

2. Horace Mann Elementary School.

Although officially closed for the 1968-69 school year, Mann
School has in fact been in use continuously for purposes other than
those it was originally intended to fulfill. What is perhaps more
important is that these post-closure uses have been tailor-made to
tile inner-City community the school serves, though not limited to use

only by neighborhood residents. First official notification of Mann's
closure appeared in Seattle's two most prominent dailies on January 30,

1268. Originally, Washington Junior High School and Mann were to be
closed simultaneously and enrollment at Garfield High School was to be
reduced in an effort aimed primarily at improving racial integration
in the City. Voluntary bussing from Mann had been in progress since
the 1963-64 school year and some mandatory bussing to relieve over-
crowding in Mann and Leschi began in 1965-66. The complete closure

Mann School, approved by the Seattle School Board on April 10, 1968,
:equired relocation of 240 students. They were bussed to the North-
end schools of Seward, Greenwood, B. F. Day, and Loyal Heights.

Reactions to the proposed closure(s) from the community were mixed.

At the outset all seemed calm. A Seattle Times article dated February 2,

1968 (three days after the closure announcement) carried the title:

"Cl(sure of Two Schools Demanded." The Rev. Dr. John H. Adams, a
prominent member of the City's black community and chairman of the

.:entral Area Civil Rights Committee, was quoted as calling the Mann
School "an educational fraud and a fire trap" and demanding its

immediate closure and removal of its students to better facilities in

the North end. Other members of the informal triumvirate of civil
rights leaders in the black community at the time, including Edward

Pratt, Director of the Urban League, and Samuel McKinney, Pastor of

the Mount Zion Baptist Church, also pushed for closure of the school

as the only reasonable way to begin truly integrating Seattle's schools.

Public meetings sponsored by several civic groups provided opposing

views on the planned closure. The outwaid message from the first few
informal public meetings was reported in The Seattle Times as "Do not
close Mann or Washington and make racial bussing a two-way street--
50-50 mandatory bussing of Negro youngsters outside of the Central Area

and of white youngsters into Central Area schools" (February 28, 1968).

In a meeting on the proposal sponsored by Adams' Central Area Civil

Rights Committee held March 6th, 19 or 20 people who spoke were against

closure and the vast majority of the approximately 400 in attendance
seemingly agreed. 1100 signatures were gathered on a petition which
specifically opposed closing Washington Junior High and cutting back

the Garfield enrollments. However, it did ..ot deal directly with the

Mann closure.
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A week later the League of Women Voters of Seattle began a petition
drive in support of the Mann and Washington closures. No report of
the success of this drive could be found. Interviews with students,
parents, and teachers associated with Mann appeared in a full-page
Times article on March 31 showing overwhelming opposition to the
school's closure.

These disparate attitudes were also borne out in interviews with
people who were active in the community in 1968. The PTA president
at the time of closure thought there was a strong protest by the
community to the closure announcement on the basis that the Central
Area was being asked unfairly to make all the moves toward desegrega-
tion. On the other hand, the Mann-Minor Community Council was for
closure on the basis of inadequate facilities and felt that neighbor-
hood residents reacted favorably to the closure on the whole. It had
little or no effect on the neighborhood, was easily accepted by the
children, and has had a good long-run effect, improving the quality of
education received by Central Area children. In contrast, the PTA
president feels that the closure of Mann left a void in the community,
caused many families to relocate, and has led to more rapid decay of
the neighborhood, especially in the vicinity of the school. Children
were apprehensive about being transferred and reacted in mixed ways to
the change, some positively and some negatively. The biggest complaint
on the part of the PTA and parents was that the closure of Mann, in
particular, was merely a token effort on the part of the School Board
to promote de facto integration with little overall benefit to those
being educated. Responses to the interviews conducted by the Times
were more similar to those given by the PTA president than the community
council representative, though there is no way of knowing at this point
how representative either response format is.

Like the old Summit school, Mann, now home for part of the Garfield
Alternative Program and Nova, sorely needs a new coat of paint. So do
many of the houses in the neighborhood just north and west of the
school. Without comparable observational data at the time of closure
it is impossible to tell whether the level of neighborhood physical
deterioration today is greater or less than it was in 1968. In three
trips through the area, outside of regular school hours, less than a
dozen children were seen outside. Most of those were making use of the
play equipment, ball fields, etc., across East Cherry Street at the
Garfield Playfield. During school hours, several students were observed
participating in school-related activities either in the parking lots
on the east side of the building or on the building's front steps.

Whichever school official said that "We wouldn't have been able to
close Mann School if we had tried to do it after 1968, nor would we
have wanted to" hit the nail squarely on the head. With the diversity
of opinions held by community leaders and representatives with respect
to the closure decision and the growing consciousness of being a black
community, it is surprising that the closure ever came about. The

fact that an alternative program focusing on artistic awareness for
blacks had already been designed to move into Mann after its elementary
uses were discontinued was probably the closure plan's one saving grace.
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Formation of a Central Area School Council as an advisory committee to
the School Board the following year is indicative of the growing
awareness of special Central Area needs both within and without the

community. Mobilization of residents and leaders in the dispute over
school closures, including Mann, Washington and Garfield undoubtedly
helped lay the groundwork for the greatly increased Central Area
participation in City decision making during the next five years.

3. Georgetown Elementary School.

Closure of both Georgetown and Maplt Elementary Schools was announced,
or at least intimated, long before the actual closures occurred. Elimi-
nation of these schools and replacement with a new structure in the
Maple area were planned as early as 1962, though neither occurred until
the end of the 1970-71 school year. Construction plans publicized in
early 1970 called for movement of students from Georgetown and Old Maple
into their new school in mid-year. It is interesting to note that the
Georgetown community received considerable press coverage during the late
1960's because of its "dying community" status. The school served as
the primary focal point of an article published in the P-I on April 10,
1969, entitled "Georgetown: Poverty Pocket with Huge Housing Problem."
The article painted a bleak picture for the community, saying that
there was no future for family housing in Georgetown because of the
industrial zoning and continued expansion of the industrial area. It

also pointed to the lack of community spirit among the primarily impov-
erished white population. Quoting the article:

There is little sense of community left. The school is
the only remaining viable social institution and its
Parent-Teacher Association is down to 'four or five
conscientious regulars' according to Georgetown School
Principal, Robert Middleton.

Under these conditions, it is certainly not surprising that a large
reaction to the school's closure did not. occur. Only three letters
from Georgetown area residents questioning the school's closure were
found in the School Board's files. Two were totally personal in nature;
the third mentioned that "everyone abhorred that Georgetown School is
closing," including "juvenile officers, social workers, librarians,
local businessmen, and plain ordinary citizens," though no names were
given (letter of June 13, 1970).

It is important to understand that Georgetown School served more
than the educational needs of its constituents. The school also
provided a home for a clothing distribution program for the neighborhood,
showers, a free hot lunch program (through the South District Lions
Club), and other similar services aimed at the area's poverty population.
These were generally perceived by City and community officials to be
necessary services for a highly transient and impoverished neighborhood.

Greater than 100 percent turnover in the school's population during a
single school year was not Lonsidered unusual; neither was the virtual
lack of parental involvement in organized school activities or the city-
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wide political process. Such participation is rarely found in communttft

with such high levels of mobility.

As Principal Middleton obserl.ied in a Times article published

June 6, 1970, it is ironic that "Now we're ready to close the place

down and suddenly the community comes to life." The new life included

formation of the Georgetown Community Council in 1970 as the first

viable public force in the community for decades. Though too late to

do anything about the school's closure, the Community Council did take

active roles in restructuring the School District's plan (or lack of

plan) to transport Georgetown children to the New Maple School and in

fighting for use of the old school as a community facility after its

closure.

The latter proposal was apparently first made in a letter to the

School Board from the Council's chairperson on August 4, 1970. The

following petition was then circulated:

We, the undersigned, petition the Seattle School Board

to consider our proposal that the Georgetown Elementary

School buildings be made available as a Community

Center. This proposal is endorsed by the Georgetown
Community Council, and is in accordance with Mayor
Ulman's desire that local community and neighborhood

councils and activity centers be established within the

City. It will be our desire that the buildings be used

to provide the health, welfare, social and educational

services in the community.

The petition contained 1,262 signatures when received by the School

Board. Letters of support for this proposal were also received from

Dr. A. S. Swanson of the University of Washington's Medical School,

pointing out the utility of the Georgetown medical clinic as a

training unit for inner-City medical personnel, and R. R. Bob Grieve,

a Washington State Senator.

Despite this surprising show of interest and support from a

previously assumed "dead" community, the President of the School

District's Board of Directors responded in a letter dated February 1,

1971 that "we have a responsibility to the taxpayers which requires

that we dispose of facilities that are no longer being used by the

School District." Continued efforts on the part of the community

Council and the City finally resulted in the signing of a lease for

use of the school's annex (portables) for a cost of $1.00 per year

on August 8, 1971. The Georgetown Active Citizens Service Associa-

tion continues to occupy the annex. However, same services previously

provided through the school, such as showers, free lunches, book-

mobile, and scouting, are no longer available to the Georgetown

community because of the closure.

In summary, though there was no significant community reaction

to the basic closure issue, the indirect effects of closing George-

vidn Elementary School did provide a rallying cry for the community's
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residents. Considering the size, socioeconomic status, and previous
inactivity of the area's population, the level of response achieved to
the community center proposal must be considered significant. Although
it is easy to attribute the decline of Georgetown to industrial
encroachment on the community, it is difficult to neglect the fact
that the community did respond, and respond in surprisingly great
numbers, when the future of the only community service unit was at
stake.

4. Maple Elementary School.

As discussed in the previous section, the closure of Maple School
was announced long before its actual occurrence. Because a new
replacement for Old Maple School was available within the same general
vicinity (less than a mile walking distance) and because it was
designed to meet the needs of a mod,..rn and complete elementary curriculum,
little response was heard from the community. In fact, not only did
the Maple community not respond to the old school's closure, but there
was also no group response from the neighborhood with respect to the
mandatory bussing issue that had the rest of the City up in arms during
the winter and spring of 1971. Presumably this was because people in
the area did not feel threatened by the bussing plan. No letters were
found in the School Board's files and no active individuals in the
community could be identified through newspaper clippings and informa-
tion interviews to question regarding community involvement in the
school's closure. It is therefore assumed that there was virtually no
community response to the closure of Old Maple School in 1971.

5. Interlake Elementary School.

The response from Interlake was'torilipletely opposite that from
Maple--a massive public reaction in every forum available to the people
of the Interlake neighborhood. Given that the Interlake Elementary
School was being closed to allow mandatory bussing and the institution
of the 4-4-4 plan by increasing Lincoln High School to four years and
housing the overflow in the Interlake building, the difference is not
terribly surprising. The North-end as a whole was particularly
vociferous in its response to the bussing and reorganization issues;
Interlake was no exception in that respect.

Official notification that Interlake was to be closed in 1971 as
an elementary school did not occur until January 27, 1971, when the
Seattle School Board announced its desegregation plan. However,
speculation as to what changes would be made had been blanketing the
City and neighborhood news media for several months. Two alternative
desegregation plans that the Board was considering were disclosed in
AOctober 1970. Plan A, the District's original proposal, did not
involve Lincoln or Interlake at all. Plan B, the Central Area School
Council's proposal, called for large-scale bussing between Garfield,
Lincoln and Roosevelt High Schools as well as between four middle
schools. A series of hearings were to be held throughout the City on
these plans and a decision made by November 11.
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The response to the hearings and initial disclosure was overwhelming.
A statement from the Board President less than two weeks after the
announcement mentioned the "many letters and phone calls from citizens
expressing concern over complications of bussing and how it will affect
their youngsters," especially regarding the middle schools (news
release dated October 28, 1970). The Board's desegregation plan,
announced in a statement by Mrs. Forrest S. Smith on November 11, 1970,
included three main program changes:

a) Exchange of approximately 1,200 pupils between Garfield,
Roosevelt and Lincoln areas;

b) Establishment of fifth and sixth grade centers at Allen,
Interlake, Ravenna and Bryant Elementary Schools; and

c) Creation of seventh and eighth grade centers at Wilson,
Hamilton, Marshall and Eckstein Junior High Schools.

Obviously, the Board had no intention of closing Interlake as an
elementary school at that time.

Throughout the last three months of 1970, the Board was deluged
with responses-o their bussing plans. Late October and early November
saw a massive outpouring of votes and petitions from Parent-Teacher
Associations, especially those in the North-end of the City. The vast
majority was against any mandatory bussing whatsoever. Both Interlake
and Allen voted with the majority, recording their votes with the School
Board in formal letters from the PTA presidents. Only the local NAACP,
John Muir PTA, Seattle Urban League, Church Council of Greater Seattle,
Seattle Junior Chamber of Commerce, American Jewish Committee, and
Citizens for Quality Education came out strongly and publicly in favor
of mandatory bussing. At that, some of the above organizations waited
until March to publicize their positions. A typical response from
individuals was "I, for one, will never allow my children to fall
victim to your ruthless policy" (Interlake attendance area, November 24,
1970), though many were much less obvious in expressing their feelings.

Almost simultaneously the School Board was receiving more masses
of mail about the unequal rights afforded the Central Area population
with respect to school decision making. Formation of the Central Area
School Council several years previously had, according to many North-
end residents, given the Central Area added power in maneuvering the
desegregation controversy. Petitions were received from several other
regions of the City demanding equal representation, including supporters
of a new Lincoln School District (letter of December 22, 1970, with
eight signers).

Out of these responses emerged yet another plan from the Seattle
School Board. On January 27, 1971, they announced that the following
changes would be made in the Lincoln-Roosevelt areas for the 1971-72
school year:

a) Eckstein, Hamilton and Wilson to become grades 6-8.

b) Marshall to become a grades 9-12 satellite of Roosevelt,
plus special education.



27

c) Marshall 1970-71 grade 7 to be split between Eckstein

and Hamilton.
d) Interlake to become a grades 9-12 satellite of Lincoln.
e) All elementary feeder schools to become K-5 only.
f) K-5 from Interlake to be dispersed between Day, Latona

and McDonald.

Once again, the School Board had managed to generate an immediate

and massive response from previously docile communities. Interlake

Elementary PTA once again "voted overwhelmingly to oppose compulsory
bussing of school children from their respective neighborhoods regard-

less of reasons" (from statement which appeared in all relevant Seattle

dailies and weeklies circa February 10, 1971). The University District
Herald reported in its March 10 issue the results of a poll it took
in mid-to-late February: 86 percent opposed mandatory student assign-
ment outside the neighborhood school; 37 percent believed that parental

approval should be required for assignment outside the neighborhood;

74 percent answered negatively to the statement "Do you think black
enrollment in the Roosevelt-Lincoln area schools should exceed 12
percent?"; and 80 percent responded negatively to the statement "Do
you favor extension of the Central Area boundaries to include Lincoln,

Garfield, and Roosevelt under one administrator?" The Northgate/North
Seattle Journal reported similar findings in a city-wide survey
conducted by the Ingraham Area Citizen's Council (January 21, 1971).

A group calling themselves Interlake Parents and Friends followed

up the PTA's vote with a letter to the Seattle School Board on
March 20 outlining "a number of factors we in the community hope you

will take under advisement" and requesting reconsideration of the

decision to close Interlake as an elementary school facility. The

letter stated that Interlake School (a) "is more than an elementary
education center," providing for other community activities, such as
political meetings, scouts, and support for the Wallingford Community
Council; (b) helped provide the leadership to form the North Central

School Council, which has supported the financial needs of the City's

schools; (c) was too far from other elementary schools to expect
kindergarten children to walk; (d) was quite adequate as an elementary
facility, thanks to its recent building renovation and landscaping

recommended by the Wallingford Community Council; and (e) provided a

"focal point . . . in terms of a hub for neighborhood involvement."

This letter was followed up by the following petition signed by

798 Interlake area residents at the School Board meeting on May 12,

1971:

We, the undersigned residents of Wallingford and
parents or neighbors of Interlake Flementary school
children, are in support of the March 20, 1971
letter from Interlake parents and friends in
ivuesting that the School Board reverse its decision
to close the Interlake facility as an elementary
school program center.

4 1
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None of these actions did any good. The School Board held fast
to'its January 27 desegregation plan and closed Interlake as an
elementary facility at the end of the 1970-71 school year. Both

people interviewed formally about the community and closure reported
that many families with children moved out of the community immediately
after the school closed. One person estimated that 15-to-20 percent
of those moving away from the neighborhood also moved out of the Seattle
school system entirely. However, the other respondent suggested that
there were "too many other variables [operating] to relate [neighborhood
changes] directly to the schools."

Thus, the Interlake closure and months of anticipation through the
mandatory bussing and Central Area School Council issues produced by
far the greatest response to a School Board decision to date. However,
it must be remembered that much of this response was due not to the
local issue of actually closing Interlake School, but to the wider
problems being responded to throughout the North-end and other parts
of the City. The magnitude of response to closing the school as an
elementary facility would probably not have been as great if the
neighborhood had not already been mobilized into action by the Board's
previous and coincident announcements.

6. Decatur.

The threatened closure of Decatur was first announced on June 27,
1974, as an essentially economic measure. As in the other six
neighborhoods threatened with closure of their local elementary school
that year, Decatur residents organized to save the school.' "Friends
for Decatur" was said to be one of the best organized groups of the
summer. When the School Board had a public meeting at the school to
hear the citizens' responses to their closure proposal, 200 persons
appeared. According to one newspaper account, "Members of Friends of
Decatur spent three hours making point-by-point rebuttals to the
arguments suggested by the District to support closure" (P-I, August 2,
1974). During the meeting, a petition bearing 900 signatures in
support of saving the school from closure was presented to the Board.

In addition, the School Board received numerous letters from
residents of the Decatur and adjoining attendance areas in favor of
retaining the school as an elementary facility. Because of the
innovative programs for gifted children available at the Decatur
school, children from adjoining attendance areas may be enrolled at
Decatur. Thus, the response to its closure exceeded the community's
normal bounds.

Additional support for the school proved unnecessary when the City
zame to the neighborhood's rescue and requested that the Seattle
School Board delay its decision on whether or not to close the seven
elementary schools on August 22, 1974. Superintendent Loren Troxel
announced three days later that he would recommend that any decision
on the closure of the seven Seattle elementary schools be delayed for
at least three years. Such a delay would allow completion of a
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comprehensive facilities plan to guide the schools through 1980 and
beyond (The Seattle Times, August 25, 1974). A one-year moratorium
was agreed to by the School Board at their September 4 meeting. The
amount and sophistication of public input to the school closure
public meetings apparently was a strong contributor to the moratorium
decision.

Plan of Study

Having presented a reasonably detailed history behind each of the

school closures covered in this particular study, it is important to define

the study questions or hypotheses which guide the data collection and

analysis phases of the study. Knowledge and theories about urban community

structure and succession lead to two somewhat contradictory hypotheses:

Hypothesis #1: To the extent that the school is a major component
of community identity, its closure will lead
to rapid changes in overall community structure.

Hypothesis #2: School closure is the expected result of prior
changes in community structure, including the
processes of urban growth and succession.

Quite obviously, both hypotheses could be supported to some degree

in the same closure situation. In other words, a given school closure could

be seen as part of a normal process of urban growth and succession

(Hypothesis #2) and the school neighborhood could still experience even

more rapid changes in overall structure immediately following the event of

closure (Hypothesis #1). Despite this potential for support of both

hypotheses in a given situation, it makes sense to look at data in each of

the closure neighborhoods in relation to the two hypotheses separately.

This, then, is the intent in subsequent chapters of this report.

Before proceeding with the actual presentation and analysis of data,

it is well to caution the reader that, in some cases, inadequate data

sources, the absence of control areas, and the relatively short time span

since closure have made it virtually impossible to provide a clear examination
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of the two hypotheses listed above. In all cases, the study staff has

attempted to give its best judgment as to the degree of support for the

two alternative hypotheses and fully recognizes that anything approaching

absolute proof of one hypothesis or the other is impossible. When dealing

with a complex social and political issue like school closure, the most

that can be expected is a description of most likely impact. The establish-

ment of definite cause and effect relationships cannot be accomplished,

particularly when dealing with events of the past.

Because of the widely different data sources and methodologies

employed in relation to the six variable categories (population and land

use trends, school enrollment changes, residential property values, crime

and fire rates, school support by local citizens, and general quality of

neighborhood life), it has been necessary to explain the data sources and

specific methodology in each of the individual chapters. Suffice it here

to simply stress that the two basic hypotheses previously listed guide the

study in all school areas and in relation to all variables being examined.

When possible, the change in variables has been examined in relation to

distance from the school facility. This latter procedure provides a more

complete test of the two hypotheses forming the overall direction to the

:Judy effort.

4 4



Chapter 2

POPULATION AND LAND USE IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS

One important test of the two hypotheses listed in the previous

chapter involves an examination of comparative rates of change in popu-

lation and land use variables in the closure and non-closure school

neighborhoods. With this in mind, we present in this chapter of the

report an examination of pre- and post-closure trends in a wide variety

of population, mobility, socioeconomic, and housing and land use

variables. Most of these variables are readily available in U. S. Census

documents or in files of State or local governmental agencies. The

specific variables of interest in this chapter of the report are the

following:

A. Population Structure

Total Population

Age Breakdown (particularly as related to numbers of
children and birth and death_rates)

Population per Household

B. Population Mobility

Net Migration Patterns

Proportion of Families in Same Residence

C. Socioeconomic Characteristics

Median Family Income

Unemployment Rates

Proportion of Professional-Technical and Managerial Workerg

Proportion of Female Heads of Families

4 5
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D. Housing and Land Use Characteristics

Proportion of Rental Households

Proportion of Vacant Residential and Commercial Units

Extent of Commercial and Industrial Use of Land

Rates of Demolition and New Construction

lt is important to caution the reader that a particular increase or

decrease in certain of these variables (whether before or after the event

of school closure) does not imply a decline in the overall community

structure. In general, one might argue that such an interpretation of

decline would be particularly suspect in relation to the A and B variable

categories; even in relation to the C and D variables as listed above, one

would have to consider trends of the several variables together rather

than focus on an increase or decrease in a single variable or indicator.

Data Sources and Methodology

Much of the data relating to the variables listed above comes from

either U. S. Census documents (1960 and 1970) or the Polk Profiles (1974).

Since both of these sources present data aggregated on a census tract basis,

it is important to mention the process used in translating census tract

Iota into school attendance areas and the confidence loss associated with

this process. The first step in this process involved the detailed drawing

of the school attendance boundaries which existed immediately prior ta each

_losure case and fitting census blocks (subunits of census tracts) to these

dttendance boundaries. This was done for both closure and non-closure

hools in each grouping. Having completed this mapping procedure, it was

thii possible to make a reasonable estimate (based on the total 1970 popula-

tion in each census block) of the portion of each census tract to be

,.igned to the given school attendance area. It was also possible to
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determine the relative weighting of each census tract within a given school

attendance area. Attachment 2A shows the end result of this allocation

process for the eleven school areas involved in this study.

For all data concerned with population levels, age structure,

family structure, births and deaths, mobility, income, employment, occupa-

tion, residential and commercial vacancies, this particular allocation

procedure was used. In all cases except the 1974 population totals and 1966-74

births and deaths, the data sources were the 1960 and 1970 Census of

Population and Housing and the Polk Profiles for 1974. The total population

figures for 1974 were obtained through the City of Seattle, Office of

Policy Planning. In the case of births and deaths, the data for all years

was obtained on a census tract basis from the Seattle-King County Division

of Vital Statistics. Death data was collected only for the 1970-74 period.

Because most of this data is available for only three points in

time (1960, 1970, and 1974), it is most useful for looking at longer-term

patterns of change in the school neighborhoods rather than impacts

immediately following or prior to closure. Later in this chapter of the

report and in Chapter 3, we will examine more immediate effect patterns in

the neighborhoods under study. In some cases, we will look at these

chqnges not just for the total school attendance area but will examine

changes at varying distances from the school location.

The census data used in this chapter of the report are partly

complete count and partly sample, but enumeration errors, sampling vari-

ability and the school allocation process indicate a confidence of not more

than plus-or-minus ten percent around most estimates. This same general

lack of confidence probably holds for the Polk Profile data. Because of

the vestionable quality of data compiled on a school attendance area basis
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and because of the obvious fact that neighborhoods are constantly changing

for reasons completely unrelated to schools (e.g. aging of the population,

location relative to shopping areas and industries, etc.), we suggest that

any meaningful statistical test of significance of differences is impossible.

Instead, we provide in this chapter a graphical and tabular summary,

comparing school closure (or threatened closure) areas 1.ith the control

school area and the City of Seattle, and a brief verbal summary of these

comparisons.

Overall Trends in Population and Land Use Variables

We begin this analysis of population and land use trends by examin-

ing the total population change between 1970 and 1974 in each of the

closure and control areas. We note in Table 2.01 that the change in total

population in the closure and control areas is reasonably close except for

the Georgetown-Concord case. It is interesting to note that the greater

lrss rate in the Georgetown area was also observed in the 1960-1970 period

(prior to the school closure in 1971). During the 1960-70 decade, George-

town experienced a 45 percent population loss as compared to a ten percent

loss in the Concord neighborhood.

It is of interest to examine this overall rate of population change

in the 1970-74 period after controlling for births and deaths occurring in

the several school neighborhoods. This comparison begins with the computa-

tion of birth and death rates as shown in Table 2.02. Note that a sizable

decline in crude birth rate (annual birth's per thousand of 1970 population)

occurred in all school neighborhoods except Concord. The size of the drop

ih birth rates between the 1966-70 and 1970-74 periods was also quite

similar for the closure-control groups, except for the Georgetown-Concord
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Table 2.01

Population Change in Closure and Control Areas, 1970-74

School Attendance
Areaa

Total Populationb Percent

1970 1974
Change

Interlake (1971) 6,289 5,825 -7.4

Allen 6,091 5,710 -6.3

Decatur (1974) 3,126 2,986 -4.5

Maple Leaf 4,504 4,320 -4.1

Georgetown (1971) 2,100 1,630 -22.4

Concord 4,444 4,060 -8.6

Mann (1968) 4,263 3,910 -8.3

Minor 6,123 5,375 -12.2

Leschi 4,793 4,415 -7.9

Summit (1965) 17,205 15,255 -11.3

Maple (1971) 4,680 4,300 -8.1

Seattle Districtc 530,800 500,000 -5.8

aThe Schools are listed here in closure-control groups,
except for Maple and Summit which have no non-closure

or control group. The year of closure (or threatened
closure) is in parentheses following each of the closed

schools.

bThe total population figures come from the U.S. Census
(1970) and the City of Seattle, Office of Policy Planning

(1974). The census tract populations from these two sources
have been allocated in accordance with the percentages of
Attachment 2A.
cData are actually for the City of Seattle and exclude two
census tracts (263, 264) which are outside the City but

partially within the School District boundaries.
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Table 2.02

Resident Births and Deathsa in Closure and Control Areas

School Att#ndance
Area'

Resident Births Resident Deaths

1966-70 1970-74 1970-74

Number Rate
c

Number Rate
c

Number Rate
c

Interlake (1971) 451 15.9 300 10.6 302 10.7

Allen 436 15.9 307 11.2 353 12.9

Decatur (1974) 199 14.1 145 10.3 102 7.3

Maple Leaf 302 14.9 226 11.1 113 5.6

Georgetown (1971) 204 21.6 129 13.6 154 16.3

Concord 330 16.5 314 15.7 233 11.7

Mann (1968) 450 23.4 347 18.1 237 12.3

Minor 789 28.6 436 15.8 463 16.8

Leschi 479 22.2 335 15.5 254 11.8

Summit (1965) 1,005 13.0 582 7.5 1,903 24.6

Maple (1971) 342 16.2 260 12.3 199 9.4

Seattle Districtd 39,060 16.3 27,228 11.4 27,035 11.3

aThe resident births and deaths are based upon census tract allocations
of figures obtained from the Seattle-King County Division of Vital

Statistics. The 1966-70 births include the births during the four

year period 1966-69 and the first 6 months of 1970. Likewise, the

1970-74 births and deaths include the births and deaths during the

four year period 1971-74 and the last six months of 1970.

bThe year of closure (or threatened closure) is in parentheses

following each of the closed schools.
cThe rates are based upon number of occurrences per year per thousand

population. The population base is as presented in Table 2.01 for

the year 1970.
d
Data are actually for the City of Seattle and exclude two census tracts
(263, 264) which are outside the City but partially within the School
District boundaries.
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case already mentioned. By computing the excess of births over deaths for

1970-74 in each of the school neighborhoods, we are able to arrive at the

net migration figures of Table 2.03. The pattern of net migration across

the several schools as shown here is quite close to the population changes

of Table 2.01; however, the Interlake-Allen and Summit situations deserve

some comment. Note that Summit had an 11.3 percent loss in total population

(Table 2.01) and a net migration loss of only 3.7 percent (Table 2.03).

This difference is attributed to the larger elderly population in the Summit

area and the consequent high death rate. The Interlake-Allen difference in

net migration is of particular importance in that it shows that the Interlake

area is experiencing a slightly higher negative net migration (-7.3 at

Interlake compared to -S.S at Allen) in the years following school closure.

While this difference is relatively small, it is greater than that which

existed in Table 2.01 where we were not controlling for the natural increase

of births over deaths.

Having examined these recent trends in total population change in

the several school neighborhoods, it is appropriate to look in a slightly

more detailed way at population and land use variables in each of the

closure-control groupings. As a means of presenting this more detailed

information, the BSSR study staff has prepared a profile on each of the

school groups. These profiles consist of a map, a summary of recent trends

iin,the relevant population and land use variables, and a set of figures

illustrating these trends or patterns The data upon which these school

profiles are based is found in Attachment 2B. Following presentation of

these school profiles, we will examine information relating to population

shifts, construction activity, and residential and commercial occupancy

changes within the various school attendance areas.
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Table 2.03

Net Migration of Population in Closure and Control Areas, 1970-74

School Attindance
Area

Total
PAullat on
in i970

Population Change
1970-74

Net Migratien in
1970-74u

Total Natural
c

Number
FFFEFEe
Changed

Interlake (1L'1) 6,289 -464 -2 -462 -7.3

Allen 6,091 -381 -46 -335 -5.5

Decatur (1974) 3,126 -140 +43 -183 -5.9

Maple Leaf 4,SO4 -184 +113 -297 -6.6

-

Georgetown (1971) 2,100 -470 -25 -445 -21.2

Concord 4,444 -384 +81 -465 -10.5

Mann (1968) 4,263 -353 +10 -363 -8.5

Minor 6,123 -748 -27 -721 -11.8

Leschi 4,793 -378 +81 -459 -9.6

Summit (1965) 17,205 -1,950 -1,321 -629 -3.7

Maple (1971) 4,680 -380 +61 -441 -9.4

Seattle Districte 530,800 -30,800 +193 -30,993 -5.8

al,
he year of closure (or threatened closure) is in parentheses
following each of the closed schools.

b
Net migration is simply the total population change between 1970-74
less the natural increase of births over deaths. The time period for
this net migration analysis is from April 1, 1970 to approximately
July 1, 1974.

-fhe natural increase is the excess of births over deaths for the 1970-
74 period.

d
he percent change as used here refers to the percent change in popu-
lation after controlling for the balance of births and deaths occur-
ring in the designated area.

Data are actually for the City of Seatfle and exclude two census tracts
(263, 264) which are outside the City bin partially within the School
District boundaries.
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PROFILES OF SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS

Interlake-Allen

Decatur-Maple Leaf

Georgetown-Concord

Mann-Minor-Leschi

Summit-Maple
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Notes on Figures Used in School Profiles

1. Different lines have been used for the various closure and
control schools. The solid line has been used for Seattle as a whole.
Closure schools are represented by dashed lines, while control schools
are shown by dotted lines. There is a legend at the top of each page
of graphs.

2.. In the case of population change (first page of each group of
schools), the 196-0 population represents a base figure and any changes
are related to that base. The actual population figures are presented
in Attachment 2B of this report.

3. Death figures have been collected only for the 1970-74 period.
Birth figures have been collected for the 1966-74 period. In calculating
the birth and death rates for both the City of Seattle and the individual
school attendance areas, population figures for 1970 were used. This
procedure was used because population estimates for each of the attendance
areas for non-census years were unavailable.

4. The school-age populations for 1960 and 1970 are the children
in the 6-12 age group as reported in the appropriate census documents.
The 1974 school-age population estimates are derived by projecting the
children of ages 2-8 in 1970 ahead to 1974. It should be noted that these
figures include all children resident to the attendance area and not only
those attending the public schools of the area.

5. The percent female heads of households with children 5-17 is
listed as "% of families" on Attachment 2B. It is actually the percent of
111 families having a female head and one or more children under 18.

6. Median family incomes used in the school profiles have not
been adjusted for inflation.

7a. The percent of households with occupancy change is taken from
the mobility rate figure on the data tables of Attachment 2B. This mobility
rate is from the Polk Profiles and is the total number of residential
r:cupant moves in 1973 as a percent of the total number of residential
units in the designated area.

7b. The commercial turnover rate is also taken directly from the
Polk Profile and is the number of commercial occupancy changes in 1973 as
a percent of the total commercial buildings. This figure is not shown on
the data tables in Attachment 2B.

8. The percent of "new" residential units is figured differently
r the different years. For 1960 and 1970, it represents the number of
units constructed in the preceding ten years as a percent of the total
residential units. For 1974, it is based on data from the Polk Profiles
anl represents five times the number of units constructed in the single
year 1973. This arbitrary multiplication of the single-year data by five
pei its the plotting of a new construction figure for all three years on
the :;ame graph.
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PROFILE 2.0 1

INTERLAKE - ALLEN

ATTENDANCE AREAS

INTERLAKE....Boundary at time of closure in 1971

Status in 1974:
Total Population; 5,825
Population Under Age 18 21.0%
Median Family Income $11,600

ALLEN....Boundary in 1971 and present

Allen

Status in 1974:
Total Population 5,710
Population Under Age 18 24.5%
Median Family Income- $11,468
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FIGURE 2.01

(Continued, page 3)
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Seattle
In t e rl

Allen

FIGURE 2.01

(Continued, page 5)
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Trends in Interlake-Allen

Population Structure---The rate of population change in both
attendance areas was much like Seattle's, although the decline in Interlake
possibly accelerated slightly since 1970. No significant difference exists
between birth and death rates in Interlake and Allen; however, the post-
closure net migration (population change after controlling for natural
increase of births over deaths) loss in Interlake was slightly higher than
in Allen. (See Table 2.03.) Surprisingly, Interlake experienced a
surplus of births over deaths in 1974, while Allen did not. Closure has

had no apparent effect on decreasing birth rates in Interlake relative to
Allen.

Although the percent of population under 18 had already diverged
between 1960 and 1970 (Allen's higher than and Interlake's lower than
Seattle's), the rate of decline did apparently increase slightly after
1970. So also did the under-five population fall relative to Allen during
both the 1960-70 and 1970-74 periods. The drop in school-age population
(6-12 years of age) was at a faster rate in Interlake than Allen during the
1960-70 period but was consistent in the two schools during the 1970-74
period. This school enrollment pattern will be analyzed in greater detail
in Chapter 3.

The total number of families in the Lwo attendance areas are similar
throughout the 1960-74 time period; however, both the number and percent of
one-person households are higher and the population per household lower in

Interlake. The patterns for these latter variables are parallel.

Population Mobility---As mentioned above, the net loss of population
(after controlling for natural increase of births over deaths) was slightly
greater in Interlake than in Allen during the 1970-74 period. This is

consistent with the higher percentage of occupant moves for Interlake as
reflected in the Polk data for 1974. With respect to proportion of families
living in the same household five years earlier, Interlake shows a decline
relative to Allen between 1960 and 1970; and since 1970, the Polk measure
of occupancy change indicates a slight further divergence.

Socioeconomic Characteristics---With respect tc income, Interlake
improved slightly relative to Allen from 1960-70, while positions were
apparently reversed since 1970. This perhaps reflects the decline in the
proportion of professional/technical and managerial workers in Interlake
and the increased unemployment. These socioeconomic indicators tend to
provide some modest support for Hypothesis #1 (the prediction of decline
following school closure), though the degree of deterioration appears
minimal.

Housing and Land Use Characteristics---Interlake is characterized
by a higher proportion of renters than Allen, but this was true even before

1970. The areas differ only slightly with respect to residential and
commercial vacancy rates. The slightly higher percentage increase in new
residential units for the Interlake area is consistent with its higher
mobility rates.
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Summary---The Interlake-Allen comparison suggests some support for
Hypothesis #1, that closure was followed by rapid change in community
structure. This is particularly evident in the relative decline in selected
socioeconomic characteristics and the respective rates of population loss

during the 1970-74 period. The fact that the data collection points do not
coincide with the exact date of closure in 1971 call for some caution
relating to this modest support of Hypothesis #1. One simply cannot prove

that the changes noted for the 1970-74 period began at the point of school

:.losure in June 1971. In the case of Interlake-Allen, we can say with
greater certainty that there is little evidence for Hypothesis #2--that

prior change in the community laid a basis for the school closure.
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PROFILE 2.0 2

DECATUR - MAPLE LEAF

ATTENDANCE AREAS

DECATUR....Boundary at time of threatened
closure in 1974

Status in 1974:
Total Population. 2,986
Population Under Age 18 29.0%
Median Family Income $14,500

MAPLE LEAF....Boundury in 1974

StaIv4 in 1974:
Total Population; 4,320
Population Under Age 18 31 5%
Median Family Incomel $14,825

6 3
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Trends in Decatur-Maple Leaf

Population Structure---Maple Leaf, a somewhat "suburban" location,
was gaining in population and housing from 1960-70, while Decatur was losing,
primarily because of the closure of Navy rental housing. Since 1970 the
population in both areas has declined slightly, similar to the situation
in Seattle. Maple Leaf enjoys a greater margin of births over deaths. The
threat of closure resulted in no apparent divergence in this pattern;
however, only one-half of the 1974 births and deaths are allocated to the
post-closure (or post-threatened-closure) period.

Age structure, the proportion of one-person households, and popula-
tion per household were very similar from 1960-1970 and have remained so
since 1970. Since 1970, there has been a slight tendency toward convergence
in the school-age population of the two school areas.

Population Mobility---The mobility experience in the two attendance
areas also is similar, with mobility rates lower than the Seat-1e average.
With respect to the proportion of families living in the sam . Jsehold five
years earlier, Maple Leaf was more stable between 1960 and 1970. However,
since 1970 Decatur has tended to become more stable than Maple Leaf. This
tendency, however, is not supported by the recent Polk estimates which
indicate that Decatur had a slightly higher occupancy change rate than Maple
Leaf in 1974.

Socioeconomic Characteristics---Decatur and Maple Leaf are virtually
indistinguishable with respect to median family income, unemployment, and
proportion in professional/technical and managerial occupations. Further-
more, they are much more like each other than the City as a whole.

Housing and Land Use Characteristics---The decline in population of
Decatur as a result of closure of Navy housingjed to a convergence between
Maple Leaf and Decatur with respect to residential ownership and vacancy
rates. So also is there a recent convergence in the percent of new residen-
tial units in the two areas.

Summary---No consistent pattern of difference is discernable since
1970 between Decatur and Maple Leaf. A comparison of the patterns lends
no support to either hypothesis; however, the only data relating to the
post-closure period is the births and deaths. At least, in this one case,
the threat of closure was without apparent effect (lending no support to
Hypothesis #1).

Data for the several variables during the 1960-74 period does not
support Hypothesis #2 (that the threatened closure was the result of a
prior change in population and land use). In fact,..the pattern of socio-
economic change prior to the threat of closure was no worse in Decatur than
in Maple Leaf, and is either parallel to or more favorable than the Seattle
average values.

6 9
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PROFILE 2.0 3

GEORGETOWN - CONCORD

ATTENDANCE AREAS

GEORGETOWN....Boundary at time of closure in 1971

Status n 1974:
Total Population 1,630
Population Under Age 18 19.0%
Median Family Income $10,370

CONCORD...Boundary in 1971 and present

Status in 1974:
Total Population 4,060
Populati on Under Age 181..
Median Family "I,080

7 0
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Trends in Georgetown-Concord

Population Structure---While Concord's profile was very similar to

the Seattle average throughout the whole period, in the case of Georgetown

the population fell drastically from 1960 through 1970. A sudded decline

in the birth rate occurred in Georgetown in 1970 and, in fact, deaths have

exceeded births in every year since 1970. Concord, however, experienced a

surplus of births over deaths during this same period. It is of interest

that an increase in the birth rate in Concord coincided with a sharp decrease

in the birth rate in nearby Georgetown. Possibly land use change, and

perhaps the imminence of closure, led some Georgetown families to move to

the Concord area.

The drastic decline in the population of Georgetown during this

period (1960-74)--reflected in a decrease in the total population and in

the population in various age groups--was also accompanied by a reduction

in the proportion of the population less than 18 years of age. Indeed,

this rate of decline appears to have increased slightly since 1970.

Georgetown has experienced a decrease in both the number of families

and in the number of one-person households. However, as a percentage of

the total households, the proportion of one-person households has actually

increased. This trend also is reflected in a reduction in the population

per household, which is considerably lower than the average for the City

as a whole.

Population Mobility---The tremendous loss of population in George-

town corresponds with mobility rates much higher than either Concord or

Suattle. According to the Polk study, the 1974 occupancy change rate for

Georgetown was twice that of Seattle. However, a comparison of the

proportion of the families living in the same house five years earlier

indicates that although Georgetown's relative stability fell between 1960

and 1970, some improvement is indicated since 1970.

$.ccioeconomic Characteristics---Between 1960 and 1970, Georgetown

deteriorated relative to Concord and Seattle with respect to income,

professional/technical and managerial employment, and unemployment (supporting

Hypothesis #2). Since 1970, conditions for the smaller remaining population

have apparently improved (contradicting Hypothesis #1).

Housing and Land Use CharacteristicsReflecting population decline,

Georgetown's vacancy rates, residential and commercial arolt high and appear

to have increased in recent years. Although the percentage of owner-occupied

Inuits in Georgetown is considerably lower than both Concord and Seattle, a

ahilization in home ownership appears to have occurred since 1970.

76
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Summary---Hypothesis #2, that prior population and land use change
accounts for the event of closure, is supported in the case of Georgetown.
Total population declined drastically between 1960 and 1970, but the
decline was particularly apparent among young children. (There was a
considerable reduction in the proportion of the population under 18 years

of age.) A comparison of socioeconomic characteristics further supports
this hypothesis. However, the nature of the area had become unsupportive
of schools, and closure resulted in no noticeable deterioration relative to
Concord in the post-closure period.

7 7
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MAN N Boundary at time of closure in1968

Status in 1974:

Total Populations 3,910

Population Under Age 18 33.0%
Median Family Income' $11,224

Minor

PROFILE 2.0 4

MANN - MI NOR - LESCHI

ATTENDANCE AREAS

Mann

MINOR....Boundary in 1968

Statt.,s in 1974:

Total Populationl 5,375

Population Under Age 18 18.0%
Median Family Income $10,500

LESCHI....Boundary in 1968

Fri

Status in 1974:

Total Population1... 4 415
Population Under Age i8 32.0%
Median Family Incornel 1$12,200

7 8
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Trends in Mann-Minor-Leschi

Population StructureWith respect to most characteristics, M:?1.
and Leschi have behaved similarly throughout the period, while the
area is unique. The more "desirable" residential area, Leschi, has declined
less in population than has Mann, which in turn has declined less than
Minor. Mann and Leschi are very similar in birth rate patterns, indicating
(1 effect of cloure on birth rates, or by implication, increased out-

migration of fami.ies. It is interesting that Minor actually had many
more births than Mann or Leschi, or most other areas studied, yet has
relatively few young children residents. Clearly, families with young
children tend to move out of the Minor area, for housing-related reasons,
despite the presence of the school.

Mann and Leschi are almost indistingui e with respect to the
age structure of the population (proportion ation less than 18 years
old, population less than five years old, schoG .,. population, and to a
lesser extent, population 5-17 years old). Again, Minor differs considerably
from the other two schools. The proportion of population under 18 has
remained almost the same in Leschi and Mann, while the proportion in Minor
(which has tendcrl to be considerably lower) decreased during this period.
Fur-hermore, th e. decline accelerated 2ftor 1970. This trend also is apparent
in the very rapid decrease in the school-age population, the population
less tha.n five years old, and in the population 5-17 years old. It appears
that the school.age population of Minc- --tually has fallen below that of
Mann since 1970.

With respect to number of families, total number and percent of one-
person households, and population per household, Mann and Leschi are quite
similar. Minor, .o.ain, differs considerably. Minor, which 04d demonstrate
a relatively lower proportion of population under 18, indeed, nas a much

percet of one-person households and a much lower population per
hwis'hold.

Population Mobility---Comparing the proportion of the families
iding in the same house five years prior, Mann was more stable from

1.1(.0 to 1970 than Leschi or Minor, and has evidently continued to be so
1970. It is the Minor area, not the Mann, that has been less stable.

trend is supported by the recent Polk estimates of occupancy change
.hi.:11 indicate that Minor was the most mobile and Mann the least mobile of
! three attendance areas.

Socioeconomic Characteristics---All three areas seem to have
-,ved in median family income relative to Seattle between 1970 and 1974,

e much higher unemployment. (However, income data may not be
,erly comparable for 1970 and 1974.) Again, it is Minor, not Mann, which
'it/est in income and highest in unemployment. Tlie MaAn area has tended

t,) parallel Leschi and/or Minor, with no deterioration preceding or follow-
closure.

8 4



71

Housing and Land Use Characteristics---Mann and Leschi have patterns
similar to each other and to Seattle with respect to renter/owner occupancy.
Minor, again, differs considerably. A1 7 three areas experienced a simi3.arly
increasing residential vacancy rate between 1960 and 1970, and an apporent
decreasing (but still high) rate since 1970.

Summary---From these data, no consistent or strong support for
either Hypothesis #1 or #2 can be discerned--that is, no unusual clange
occurred in the Mann area, either before or since closure. The analysis
suggests relative decline in population and some characteristics in both
Mann and Minor relative to Seattle and Leschi over the whole period (1960-
1974), but there is no evidence to indicate any increased rate of decline
since 1968 in the Mann area.

8 6
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PROFILE 2.0 5

SUMMIT - MAPLE

ATTENDANCE AREAS

SUMMIT....Boundary at time of closure in 1965

Status in 1974:
Total Population 15,255
Population Under Age 181 2 0%
Median Family Income $9,760

MAPLE....Boundary at time of closure in W71

Status in 1974:
Total Population 4,300
PLpulation Under Age 18 30.0%
Median Family Tricorn& $11 700

8 6
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(Continued, page 7)

1970

PERCENT POPULATION
LESS THAN 18 YEARS OF AGE

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AGE
POPULATION (AGES 6-12)
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Trends in Summit and Maple

Summit and Maple are reported in the same profile to economize on

space and not because of any assumed relationship between the schools.

Summit is a closure case for which no control could be found and Maple is

an example of closure and construction of a new facility nearby. Because

no closure-control comparison is intended in relation to either school,

only a very general summary for each school has been included here.

Summit---Summit, like Georgetown, experienced a sharp decline in
population over the whole period, probably steeper between 1960 and 1970
than since, as a result of a large amount of demolition and replacement by

commercial use, parking lots, etc. The Summit area is remarkable for the

very large surplus of deaths over births. However, the absolute number of

births was, and still is, very high, while the number of children is very

small. Again, families with children apparently desert the area quickly.

Socioeconomic conditions have improved as the poorer, one-person households

have been removed and replaced by more affluent and professional renters.

Closure of the school in 1965 appears generally unrelated to these larger

processes; however, there is some evidence that school closure in 1965 may

have led to a short-term loss of school-age population from the Summit

area. This impact, while judged to be of minor significance, is examined

in greater detail in Chapter 3 (p. 100). Overall, Summit appears to be an

example of Hypothesis #2, urban change overwhelming a local school area.

Maple---Maple has a profile rather like that of Seattle as a whole.

Population declined very slowly. Although the number of children declined

lightly, the proportion of the population less than 18 years old is

'1.,.ually unchanged. Numbers of families, one-person households, and

:,upulation per.household remained constant. Thus, a viable number of

lamilies and children remained to sustain the school. Stability, as

:.1,2asured by the proportion residing in the same house as five years

(:arlier, is fairly high and increasing. Maple's median family income

approximates the Seattle average, but the percent of professional/technical

and managerial employment is lower than the Seattle average. Maple is

characterized by a higher proportion of owner-occupied housing and a low,

;nit increasing, vacancy rate. The percent of new residential units has

dvciined in recent years.

9 7
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Detailed Study of Population and Land Use Patterns

The data presented up to this point has focused on general trends

within school attendance areas and there has been no attempt to identify

localized shifts within these areas. In this section of Chapter 2, we review

three efforts to isolate these more localized changes in selected school

attendance areas. The first is a block analysis of the 1960 and 1970 popu-

lation in four groups of schools--Interlake-Allen, Mann-Minor-Leschi,

Georgetown-Concord, and Summit. The second is a block mapping of demolitions

and new structures in each of the control and closure school areas and the

third is an analysis of year-to-year change in occupancy of residential and

commercial structures.

1. Block Analysis of Population. In Table 2.01, we observed the

percent declines in total population between 1960 and 1970 in each of the

closure and control attendance areas. These general decline figures provide

ao indication as to the specific gain or loss patterns existing within the

..11.1.1 attendance areas. It was in the interest of examining these patterns

bit! BSSR study staff undertook a block-by-block comparison of the 1960

an,'. 19/0 populations in four groups of schools. Maps showing gains and losses

t-11, several school areas are found in Attachment 2C. General conclusions

0:..,cribed below. Before reviewing these conclusions, the reader should

cjlitioned that block data is available for 1960 and 1970 only; hence, no

tcca of population change can be examined just for the period following

H)sure. Fui this reason, the block analysis is helpful only in examining

,othtls;, k2 which deals with the pattern of change leading up to the event

laterlake-Allen---During the 1960-70 decade, both school attendance
:freas experienced moderate decline, 7.1 percent for Interlake and 6.3
percent for Allen. The pattern of gaining and losing blocks within the

Attendance areas was fairly random, with a slight tendency in
Interlake for more losses in the east part of the attendance area, and
..Tiaz; in the west, where there was new apartment construction. In the

area, there was absolutely no pattern to the gains and losses
within the attendance area.

9 8
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Georgetown-Concord---In the 1960-70 decade, Georgetown's popula-
tion fell drastically (45 percent), while Concord's fell but moderately
(ten percent). Only a few blocks in Georgetown gained in population
while many lost all or almost all residents, as industry and cOmmerce
replaced housing. In Concord, the pattern consists of gains in the core
of the community and losses in the periphery (partly as a result of
shifts to commercial and industrial use). Without doubt, the popula-
tion change pattern supports Hypothesis #2 in this pairing. Prior

community change virtually forced closure of the Georgetown School.

Mann-Minor-Leschi---In these school areas, population declined 23,
30 and 14 percent respectively during the decade, with the severity of
loss in inverse relation to distance from the downtown area. Popula-

tion grew in Leschi in more affluent areas close to the lake and from
apartments on a few arterials. Otherwise, change was random. Loss in

Minor was general with only randomly scattered blocks gaining. No

particular gains were observed in census blocks adjacent to the closed
school areas (Summit to the southwest, Mann to the southeast). Mann is

a more interesting case. The area within three blocks of the closed
school did experience a greater population decline than the rest of the
attendance area (25 percent to 19 percent), However, only two years of

the decade were after closure. Possibly, this measurable difference
does reflect a movement out of families with school-age children.

Summit---The Summit case illustrates the typical great volatility
of population in and around a central business district, with many
blocks showing sizable gains or losses resulting from frequent demoli-
tion and some new construction of large apartment units. The encroach-

ment of business and other activities was most pronounced to the west

and south of the attendance area; near the freeway to the north afe
extensive new high-rise apartments. This addition of apartments in
the immediate Summit School area has resulted in but slight loss in
the vicinity of the closed school (approximately six percent as
compared to an overall loss of 28 percent).

2. Demolitions and New Construction. The census and Polk Profile

data displayed in the school profiles had no information on the rates of

demolition and very limited data on new construction activity in the school

attendance areas. As a means of identifying any significant change in the

pattern of residential unit change, the BSSR staff plotted demolition and

construction data obtained from the Office of Policy Planning, City of

Seattle. These data are for recent years--1972, 1973, and 1974--and include

construction of residential units only. The plots of this demolition and

:onstruction activity are found in Attachment 2D and the summary results follow.

9 9
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Interlake-Allen---The pattern of demolition and construction in both
attendance areas is essentially random during the 1972-74 period, with
no relationship to school locations. Construction sites are the same as
demolition sites in both areas in almost half the cases, even during
this short period.

Decatur-Maple Leaf---Both areas still contain building space and
this is shown in the construction to demolition ratios of 4/1 and 28/4
respectively. The patterns in neither school area had any relationship
to school location.

Georgetown-Concord---Just in these three years, 1972-74, the
Georgetown area experiepced massive demolition (considering the small
housing stock left at the beginning of the period). There were 75
demolitions just in the Census Tract 109 portion, while there was no
residential construction. Thirty-three of the 75 demolitions were in
the Benaroya Industrial Park. Concord also reveals an excess of demo-
lition over constructions. The actual numbers of each were 31 and six
respectively. The demolition activity took place mainly to the north
and east part of the attendance area and near the Duwamish River. This
is the more industrial side of the community; hence we are observing
an incipient Georgetown-like pattern.

Mann-Minor-Leschi---All three areas experienced a highly favorable
balance of much demolition and little construction. Mann experienced
139 demolitions compared with only three constructions during the
1972-74 period. The comparable contrasts for Minor and Leschi were
157/1 and 113/7 respectively. In none of the three areas is the major
zone of decline near the school site. In the Mann and Leschi attendance
areas, the decline is greatest in older housing to the southwest; in
Miror it is located to the south.

Summit---Reflecting continuing intrusion of commercial structures,
demolition of residential units outpaced construction by 50 sites to
one or 703 units to 14. Obviously, these few years provide no support
to the idea that people are coming back to the downtown area to live. .

The pattern of demolitions in the Summit area seemed to have no
particular relationship to the school site. The major part of the
demolition activity occurred in the south part of the attendance area
and along the 1-5 corridor.

Maple---Maple has a near balance of demolition and construction for
the 1972-74 period. A 1 f the eleven demolitions are located in the
area between the old sLhool site and I-5 to the southwest. The
construction activity is to the north and east of the old school site.

As part of this discussion of demolition and new construction, it

is useful to make reference to a recent study completed by Urban Planning

,L1dents at the University of Washington.* This particular study examined

Iraj, Marty Lester, and Barney Myer, "Background Study and Impact
Analysis of the Relationship Between School Closure.4 and Private
Investment," June, 1976.
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residential and commercial investments (measured in terms of both new

buildings and repairs/alterations on existing buildings) in the Interlake-

Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi communities in tne years immediately before and

following school closure. Differences in the closure and control neighbor-

hoods were generally small; however, beginning in 1968, residential invest-

ment in Allen has increased relative to,Interlake. There is some indication

that this residential investment advantage for the Allen area has actually

increlsed since the closure of Interlake. Commercial investments in the

Interlake area were higher than in Allen even before closure, and there

has been no greater divergence in the pattern since the point of closure in

1971. These trends are only suggestive but are certainly consistent with

an earlier observation of a slightly higher rate of population loss in the

Interlake area in the years immediately following closure.

3. Change of Occupancy in Residential and Commercial Structures.

ro investigate the aspect of Eypothesis #1 suggesting a greater rate of

use change in closure areas, and especially near closed schools, a

study of occupancy changes over the 1969-1975 period was completed. This

study involved four of the closure and control schools--Interlake, Allen,

Decatur and Mann--and required a detailed examination of occupancy changes

in a 20-25 percent sample of block faces in these four school areas. The

Seattle Polk Directories for 1969, 1971, 1973 and 1975 were used to track

the occupancy changes, and the charting of.these changes is shown on the

map; of Attachment 2D. A summary of the results of this analysis in each

of the four school areas follows.

Interlake-AllenIn Table 2.04, we note the occupancy change
rates for Interlake and Allen for both the 1969-71 and 1971-75 time

periods. In actuality, the occupancy change rates before and after

the school closure were approximately equal. The higher figures
for the 1971-75 period are simply a reflection of the longer time

1.01
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Table 2.04

*
Interlake-Allen Occupancy Changes

(1969-71 and 1971-75)

Zone Designation

School Attendance Areas

Interlake Allen

1969-71 1971-75 1969-71 1971-75

Near School
(less than 3 blocks)

.33 .56 .41 .68

Away from School
(3 to 6 blocks)

North

West

South

.34

.34

.37

.32

.60

.59

.71

.56

.34

.41

.31

.27

.52

.57

.52

.45

Far from School
(more than 6 blocks)

.42 .70 --
-

--

Total Attendance Area .36 .61 .36 .57

*
The occupancy change ratios presented here represent the number of
occupancy changes over the speciied time period divided by the
total number of units included in the sample. Seattle Polk
Directories were used to identify the occupancy changes.
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span involved.in this post-closure period (almost four years, compared
to a little over two years for the pre-closure time period) used in
the analysis.

There are only two significant differences (in a statistical sense)
with respect to occupancy change rate and distance from school. In the
1971-75 period, the occupancy change rate in the area close to Allen is
significantly higher than the change rate in the area away from the
school (0.68 compared to 0.52). The other significant difference occurs
in the higher occupancy change rates in 1971-75 for the area most
distant from Interlake (0.70 compared to 0.56 in the area closest to
the school). Neither of these significant differences provide support
for Hypothesis #1; however, the fact that the area close to Allen school
has a higher turnover rate than more distant areas and than the area
around the Interlake School, before or after its closure, is a conse-
quence of Allen's higher proportion of commercial and apartment units
close to the school. Similarly, the higher mobility rates for the zone
farthest from Interlake simply reflect its more rental character. The
evidence, then, indicates no significant difference whatever in turn-
over rates with distance from the school in Interlake, and no measurable
differences between Interlake and Allen.

Decatur---In the case of Decatur, two two-year periods were used
in the analysis. We note in Table 2.05 that the differences in occupancy
change rates are minimal. uifferences between zones are again attribu-
table to the variable presence of a few apartments. The threat of
ciosurc had no discernable effect on turnover rates anywhere in the
Decatur area. Of course, a single year (the threatened closure did not
occur until mid-1974) of impact is hardly time to expect any such effect.

Mann---Since Mann closed in 1968, the entire 1969-75 time period was
used in this case. The study staff also included demolition and vacancy
patterns in its analysis of the Mann area. Considering the longer time
period, and the fact that the Mann area has a higher percent of renters
than Interlake, Allen, and Decatur, the occupancy change rates are not
terribly high. We noted in Table 2.06 an overall occupancy change rate
of 0.82 over the six-year period. The occupancy change and demolition
rates near the Mann school are slightly less than those for the total
attendance area; however, the differences are not statistically signifi-
cant and are probably due to differences in relative income and home
ownership levels.

Mann is different from Interlake, Allen, and Decatur in its much
higher vacancy rates and the larger numbers of residential units
demolished during the period. Both of these differences may be related
to closure of the school, except that earlier comparisons showed that
while Mann lost relatively more units and had higher vacancy rates than
the higher income, more homeowning Leschi, it lost fewer units and had
lower vacancy rates than the Minor area, which retains a school.

The pattern of increased vacancy rates in the area near the school
(0.13 in 1969-71 to 0.19 in 1973-75) is of some interest. It provides
some minor support for the net exit of families with children living
near the school and is consistent with the earlier observed greater
decline in population near the school.
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Table 2.05

Occupancy Changes in Decatur Attendance Area

(1969-71 and 1973-75)

Zone Designation

Time Period

1969-71 1973-75

Near School
(less than 3 blocks)

Away from School
(3 to 6 blocks)

Far from School
(more than 6 blocks)

.29

.22

.32

.25

.24

.21

Total Attendance Area .26 .23

The occupancy change ratios presented here represent the
number of occupancy changes divided by the total number
of units included in the sample.
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Table 2.06

Occupancy Data on Mann Attendance Area

Zone Designation
Occupancy

Change Rate
1969-1975

Demoliipn
Rate

1969-1975

Vacancy Rate

1969-71 1973-75

Near School
(less than 3 blocks)

Away from School'
(3 to 6 blocks)

Far from School
(more than 6 blocks)

.72

.85

.90

.06

.16

.10

.13

.21

.07

.19

.22

.09

Total Attendance Area .82 .12 .17 .19

aThe occupancy change rate presented here represents the number of
occupancy changes divided by the total number of units included in the

sample.
bThis demolition rate is the number of demolitions occurring among,the
sample properties divided by the total number of properties in the
sample.

cThe vacancy rate represents the total number of vacancies among the
sample properties (at the time the Seattle Polk Directory was compiled)

divided by the total number of properties in the sample.
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School Closure and Changes in Population and Land Use

Having considered both the general patterns of change in all

closure and control areas and the more detailed patterns of change within

selected areas, it is important to summarize our findings of related

population and land use changes before and after the school closure event.

Beginning with Hypothesis #1 (the prediction of rapid rates of post-closure

deterioration) the evidence from these few ca s. is generally inconclusive.

Interlake did experience, according to limited data, a marginal decline

relative to Allen with respect to population totals, movement out of

families with children, proportion of the population of school-age, unem-

ployment, and mobility rates. By marginal, we mean only a few percentage

points (e.g. a -7.3 percent net migration rate compared with only -5.5

percent for Allen, a four percent decrease in the proportion of professional/

technical and mangerial workers in Interlake as compared to no change in

Allen); indicative of decline, but a very tentative indication at best.

In most respects, the Mann area did not decline following closure relative

to Lither Minor or Leschi. Total population declined relatively in the

area around the Mann School following closure, but it increased in the

vicinity of Summit. Neither of these relative changes in the area around

.the school seem related to school closure. Some Georgetown families

apparently moved to the Concord as well as other areas after closure; but

ctherwise, conditions improved or deteriorated no further than prior to

closure. The time period following the 1974 threatened closure at Decatur

i. imply too short to make any statement relating to Hypothesis #1.

Some support exists for Hypothesis #2 (the existence of pre-closure

deterioration) in the Georgetown and Summit school areas. Long-term popu-

lation decline and out-migration of families, despite the presence of
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schools, appears to necessitate the closure of both Georgetown and Summit,

casualties of the inevitable process of urban change. While the Mann area

had been declining prior to its closure in 1968, its performance on the

several population and land use indicators was no worse than Minor. The

Interlake area already had slight decline relative to Allen prior to 1971

but nothing remotely like that existing in Georgetown or Summit prior to

their respective closures. Even now, 250-300 students in grades K-6 reside

in the Interlake attendance area, probably more than in a similar geographi-

cal area surrounding some present schools.

In general, we conclude that the limitations of the data base used

in relation to population and land use trends, the limited time since some

of the closures (especially Decatur), and the very few cases make it

extremely difficult to conduct generalizable tests of the two basic hypotheses.

Such tests are especially difficult in relation to Hypothesis #1. The

evidence is simply not good enough to assert with any degree of certainty

either that school closure has no measurable effect or that it does have

an effect. Minimal changes have been observed following closure in the

Interlake area. Other school closures examined in this particular study do

not seem to be followed by increased rates of change in key social and

economic indicators. In most cases, it appears that population and land use

changes occur independent of the school. In subsequent chapters, we will

look at other key variables and attempt a further test of the two hypotheses

in relation to these variables.
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Chapter 3

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT CHANGES BEFORE AND AFTER CLOSURE

The school profiles of the previous chapter provided overall K-6

enrollments (actually estimates of population in the 6-12 age range) for

each of the closure and control school areas in 1960, 1970 and 1974. These

profiles did not include any analysis of school enrollment shifts just

before or following the events of school closure; neither did they analyze

the specific mobility of students attending closure and control schools or

the characteristics of the students leaving the school at the time of

closure. Recognizing that this mobility information may be critical in

assessing the impacts of the several school closures, the BSSR study staff

did complete a limited investigation of these important shifts in school

enrollment at the time of closure. Particular attention was directed to

the post-closure change rates suggested by Hypothesis #1. Specifically,

the investigations consisted of a review of previous studies in selected

school neighborhoods and intensive analysis of students (and their achieve-

ment patterns) leaving certain of the control and closure schools in the

three years immediately following closure.

Before examining the results of these several investigations of

school enrollment patterns, it is important to comment on the problems

with the data sources used in this particular chapter. School enrollment

data comes primarily from two sources--the enrollment counts submitted by

the individual school principals at the beginning of each month of the

94
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school year and the enrollment files available through the Seattle School

District Computer Center. These latter files Par:3 available only for

years after 1969 and apparently match the enrollments as turned in by the

schools only in the last three or four years. This inconsistency in data

sources, particularly for the time period prior to 1974, presents certain

problems to examining enrollment patterns on the basis of residential

location (as opposed to school of attendance) during the entire period

under investigation. While the study staff has attempted to resolve differ-

ences be;'.w.ten the two major data sources, it is necessary on occasion

simply to point out the difference along with the alternative interpreta-

tions resulting from the gaps in data.

Because of the inclusion of several separate investigations, the

study team divides its presentation on school enrollment patterns into three

parts. First is an overall presentation of enrollment trends in four of

the control and closure schools groups--Interlake-Allen, Decatur-MAple Leaf,

Georgetown-Concord, and Mann-Minor-Leschi. Also in this first section is a

brief review of enrollment patterns in the Summit area. Second is a

summary of mobility patterns in just two of the closure-control school

groups--Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi. The third part of the

enrollment analysis speaks to achievement score differences between students

leaving the school following the closure and those choosing to remain in

the school attendance area. This examination of achievement patterns is

followed by an overall summary of enrollment shifts prior to and following

closure and the relationship of these shifts to the central hypotheses

being investigated in the study.
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Enrollment Trends Before and After Closure

In Table 3.01, we see a summary of enrollment trends in the four

school groupings of primary interest in this study on the impacts of school

closure. In all cases, thz: pre-closure enrollments are based upon the

regular enrollment reports filed in October of the designated school year.

The post-closure data for both closure and control schools is taken from

computer files and includes students listed as residing within the boundaries

existing at the time of school closure. The holding power ratios for the

1963-74 period are of greatest interest in our analysis of closure impacts.

Note in the case of Interlake-Allen, the holding power is lower at Inter-

lake (0.66 at Interlake and 0.77 at Allen) following the closure in 1971.

This same differential in holding power seemed to exist in the more recent

years prior to closure; hence, we have little evidence of any particular

impact relating directly to the closure decision.

As a means of determining the comparative holding power at various

d'Istances from the school, the enrollments in grades K-6 at both Interlake

and Allen were plotted for the years 1969 and 1970 (prior to Interlake's

closure) and 1973 and 1975, following closure. The results showed, in the

,ears following closure, a somewhat lower holding power in the zones closest

io Interlake and no particular holding power differential for the various

zones in the Allen attendance area. Zones most distant from Interlake seem

tu maintain a high holding power ratio immediately following closure but

chibit some drop-off by 1375. These plots lend support to a modest impact

school closure in the Interlake case, an impact which seems to spread

out from the school over time. Other factors may of coure be operating, and

Attributing these enrollment patterns entirely to the event of school

ciusure is unwarranted.



Table 3.01

Student Enrollment in Seattle Public Schools, K-6

Schoola

Enrollment in Grades K-6
b

Holding Power Ratios
c

-

1960 1963 1966d 1970e 1974f 1966/1963 1970/1966 1974/1970

Interlake (1971) 584 564 579 448 296 1.03 .77 .66

Allen 589 600 604 542 415 1.01 .90 .77

Decatur (1974) -- 337 297 347 382 .88 1.17 1.10

Maple Leaf -- 746 623 485 325 .84 .79 .67

Georgetown (1971) 421 385 283 161 104 .74 .57 .65

Concord 438 434 411 365 278 .95 .89 .76

Mann (1968) 599 547 404 472 374 .74 1.17 .79

Minorg 769 780 749 367 357 .96 .49 .97

Leschi 574 564 538 398 372 .95 .74 .93

,

Seattle District 54,415 51,939 50,797 43,344 33,441 .98 .85 .77

'The date of closure (or threatened closure) is indicated in parentheses following the school name.

)

These enrollments are for regular students only and exclude special education. Unless stated other-

wise, pre-closure enrollments for both closure and control schools are based upon reports submitted

by the building principals for October 1 of the indicated year and do include some students living

outside the designated attendance area. Post-closure enrollments for both the control and closure

schools are taken from the resident location computer files and include only those students known

to be living within the boundaries existing at the time of closure and attending a Seattle Public

school. Unless stated otherwise, these enrollments are also for October 1 of the indicated year.

t4)
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TaAe 3.01 (continued)

'The holding power ratio is simply the ratio of enrollments for the indicated years. It gives some

index of gain or loss over the time period. Ratios greater than 1.00 indicate a gain and ratios

less than 1.00 indicate a loss.

d
Interlake's enrollment for 1966 was adjusted down by 25 students to account for the students

transferred into Interlake from the Summit area. Decatur and Maple Leaf were adjusted downward

by 61 and 55 respectively based upon known voluntary racial transfers from Central Area schools.

Mann and Leschi enrollments were increased by 170 and 106 students respectively to account for the

reassignment of Summit students beginning in 1965.

e
Interlake's enrollment for 1970 was adjusted down by 12 students to account for the students

transferred into Interlake from the Summit area. Decatur and Maple Leaf were adjusted downward

by 28 and 50 students respectively based upon known voluntary racial transfers from Central Area

schools. The resident location enrollments for Mann, Minor, and Leschi are actually 96 percent

(the City-wide ratio of October/June enrollments for the year 1970) of those recorded for June

1970 in the three schools.

f
The Georgetown and Concord enrollments for 1974 are those reported for June 1974 in the resident

location computer files.

gThe Minor enrollment drop between 1966 and 1970 was due partly to the termination of special

programs which had attracted North-end students into the school in the mid-sixties. Enrollment

records for the period do not permit an accurate accounting of students living within the Minor

area during the 1960's.
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In the case of Decatur-Maple Leaf, we see in Table 3.01 a consistently

lower holding power ratio at Maple Leaf in the period preceding the Decatur

closure threat. The period following the threatened closure is only one

year and it therefore is not possible to make any reliable statement regarding

post-closure impacts. Decatur did lose 6' students between October 1974 and

and October 1975 as contrasted with a loss of only 23 at Maple Leaf, but

this single-year difference is difficult to assess, particularly in light

of the fact that much of the larger drop at Decatur relates to the loss of

a large sixth grade from 1974-75 and the addition of an extremely small

kindergarten group in 1975-76.

The pattern of enrollment decline in the Georgetown area was well

established prior to the closure in 1971. This decline very much parallels

the drop in total population as reported in Chapter 2. The Mann-Minor-

Leschi data susgest a substantial drop at Mann prior to closure, at least

relative to the other two schools. The fact that Mann's holding power

following closure is considerably higher than for the other two schools

suggests a rather inconclusive pattern of change in that general area of

the City. It certainly lends no support to Hypothesis #1 which suggests a

more rapid decline during the period following closure. Actually, the

tremendous mobility of population in the Mann-Minor-Leschi area during the

late sixties and the shifting of enrollments for both mandatory and voluntary

bussing programs make it extremely difficult to draw conclusions about

either enrollment shifts or their causes. The enrollment records them-

selves are difficult to interpret due to the fact that boundaries for both

Mann and Leschi were changed rather substantially at the time of the Summit

closure in 1965. While the enrollment figures of Table 3.01 presumably

t.eflect most of the major changes as mentioned above, it is difficult to
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know the precise magnitude of certain of the changes occurring duriug the

1963-70 time period.

While the Summit enrollment pattern has not been the subject of

detailed study in this report (due primarily to the fact that no suitable

control school was available) and is not included in Table 3.01, it is

appropriate to follow-up on an earlier comment (in Profile 2.05) about

possible enrollment loss following the Summit closure at the end of the

1964-65 school year. One particular examination of Summit enrollments

reveals the following enrollments over the years immediately before and

after closure:*

1962-63 240

1963-64 207

1964-65 201

1965-66 132

1966-67 113

1967-68 99

1968-69 71

BecAu.,e the enrollments in the immediate post-closure period (1965-66 to

19u!--(8) were extracted from the student records in schools to which Summit

studelits were assigned at the time of closure rather than from the district

eogr:Aphical files (which were not available for this time period), .t is

.Apussible to know their reliability. It is always possible that some

.tuAelits living in the Summit area at the time of closure remained living

.n the Summit area but attended schools other than those to which they were

,:signed. Even accepting this possible problem with the data reliability,

is interesting that Summit shows such a signifiLant drop in the first

*Tecial Report on Summit Enrollments. (prepared by the Schools and
J(..ighborhoods Project staff), June 15, 1976.
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few years following closure. While it provides possible evidence for the

post-closure enrollment loss predicted by Hypothesis #1, the absence of

any control school and the data problems mentioned above seriously limit

the certainty of any conclusions relating to school closure impact.

Mobility of Students in Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi

Of the four groups of closure-control schools covered in the

prev'Jus section, only in the Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi cases

J we find any noticeable differences in post-closure enrollment patterns

between closure and control.schools. Interlake seems to have a lower

holding power than its control school, Allen; and Mann's post-closure

holding power is a bit higher than that existing for either Minor or Leschi.

Recognizing these interesting patterns of post-closure change, the BSSR

study staff decided to conduct a more detailed mobility study in these two

school groups--Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi. As a part of this

mobility study, two previous efforts to assess closure impacts were reviewed

by the staff.

The first of these studies completed in May 1973 by Ron Ubaghs of

the University of Washington, examined the out-migration of K-3 students

from the Interlake area. This study concluded that only 65 percent of the

K-3 students present at Interlake in 1970-71 (the school year immediately

preceding closure) resided in the attendance area two years later. This

study also pointed to a sizable K-5 enrollment drop in the Interlake area

in the years immediately following the closure decision. The data upon

which this latter conclusion is based are summarized in Table 3.02. Note

that Interlake and the schools to which Interlake students were assigned

following closure lost 23 percent in K-S enrollments over the two-year
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Table 3.02

Enrollment Shifts Following Interlake Closure

School Area(s)

K-5 Enrollmenta Percent
Change

1970-71
.._

1972-73

Interlake-Day-Latona-McDonaldb 1,543 1,188 -23.0

Allen 461 394 -14.5

Seattle District 37,144 31,433 -15.4

aThe enrollments exclude special education students for both the

school and total district categories.

bThese four schools include the three to which Interlake students

were assigned following closure in June, 1971.

period. This contrasts with 14.5 and 15.4 percent declines in Allen and

the total Seattle School District. Because the Interlake enrollment

figures are not separately identified, it is difficult to draw from this

data definite conclusions about the effects of the Interlake closure on

comparative enrollment declines in the Interlake and Allen attendance areas.

rhe previously-mentioned 65 percent holding power at Interlake for K-3

,tudents is also difficult to interpret without making some comparisons to

imilar school neighborhoods within the Seattle District. Such comparisons

he examined at a later point in this presentation; however, some

rition should first be wade of a 1975 Seattle Public School study of

''cndance patterns in the Interlake, Mann and Summit areas.

Table 3.03 presents summary data from this second study which

Involved an analysis of recent K-6 student enrollments residing in the

attendance areas for Interlake, Mann and Summit. It is clear that both
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Table 3.03

Enrollment Declines in Interlake, Mann, and Summit

Comparison Groups

,

K-6 Enrollmenta

Year Before
Closure

Recellt

Year°
Percent
Change

Interlake (1970-1974) 460 323 -29.8

Seattle District (1970-74) 43,344 33,441 -22.8

Mann (1967-1975) 229 228 --

Seattle District (1967-1975) 50,772 32,337 -36.3

Summit (1964-1975) 201 92 -54.2

Seattle District (1964-1975) 49,695 32,337 -34.9

aEven though the original report referenced in the text included
Special Education in the enrollment figures for the total city,
they have been excluded for purposes of this presentation. Both

the individual school and district enrollments include regular
students only.

bThe recent year figures relate to the second year as listed for
each coMparison group. In the case of the closed schools, this
figure was derived by plotting enrollments into the geographical
attendance area existing for the school at the time of closure.

the Interlake and Summit school areas declined in enrollment following

closure at rates faster than the City-wide average. While the Mann area

is shown to have experienced no change in total enrollment over the 1966-

75 period, this is not actually the case. After compensating for the 170

.4tudents bussed out of the Mann area beginning in 1965-66 and using a

revised figure obtained from the Computer Center for 1975, we find that

the appropriate enrollments for Mann are 404 in 1966 and 374 in 1975;

hence, an actual change of -7.4 percent. This is, of course, still a much
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smaller loss than the -36.3 percent change in the Seattle District. Whether

the faster rates of decline in the Interlake and Summit areas can be

attributed to school closure remains problematical, particularly in light

of the lesser loss rate in the Mann area and the patterns of enrollment

change existing in the Interlake and Summit areas prior to the closure

decisions. Particularly in the Summit area, both population and enrollment

declines were evident well before the school closure in 1965. (rhis Summit

enrollment pattern for 1962-1968 was in an earlier section of this chapter.)

Because this second study (conducted by the Seattle District Planning,

Research and Evaluation Department), summarized in Table 3.03, dealt only

with total enrollment figures and made no effort to isolate the size or

characteristics of incoming and leaving students, the study staff for the

Neighborhood Impact Study has made a special effort to examine these latter

patterns in two of the closure-control areas--Interlake-Allen and Mann-

Minor-Leschi. In both cases, the mobility analysis involved tracing leaving

sttIdents in closure and control schools in s lected grade levels over the

three years immediately following closure. Students moving into the

closure school attendance areas were more difficult to locate and the

inalysis for this group was consequently less extensive and involved only

i,ne or two grade levels in each of the school groupings.

Table 3.04 summarizes the out-migration patterns for grades 3-4

during the three years following the Interlake closure. Notice that the

attendance areas for both Interlake and Allen have been divided into three

.oupings. The immediate school area includes all students living in

census tracts within approximately one-fourth mile of the school site. The

,..,neral school area group includes all those residing within approximately

ow.-half mile of the school site (including those in the immediate school
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Table 3.04

Out-Migration Patterns at Interlake-Allen, Grades 3-4

(expressed as proent of resident student group)

ltial Group/School

Number

of
a

Students

Year 1 - Fall, 1971 Year 2 - Fall, 1972 Year 3 - Fall, 1973

Same

School

Other

Public

Schopl in

Seattle

Outside

Seattle
b

District

Same

School

Other

Public

School in

Seattle

Outside

Seattle
b

District

Same

School

Other

Public

School in

Seattle

Outside

Seattle
b

District

321 _Jg A la .1 _9_1 a il 3
lterlake 33 81.8 3.0 15.2 66.7 6.0 27.3 63.6 9.1 27.3

IN A if 1g II a. li A Di
!len 30 83.3 0.0 16.7 60.0 3.3 36.7 46.7 10.0 43.3

,

_§.21 A g ET il 311 A31- 2.11 a
Iterlake 73 86.3 2.7 15.0 58.9 4.1 37.0 57.5 5.4 37.0

. 1 v I 1 . JJ

Llen 86 73.3 5.8 20.9 58.1 11.6 30.3 45.3 14.0 40.7

12_8-J A A Ag A LI 21(11 22 g
tterlake 130 83.1 4.6 12.3 64.6 6.9 28.5 56.9 10.0 33.1

A 12.1 221 2A .221

len 146 74.7 5.5 19.8 58.9 11.6 29.5 49.3 10.3 40.4

Iresents the number of regular resident students (with test scores) enrolled in grades 3-4 in October, 1970.
Tes were found for all but eight and eleven students at Interlake and Allen respectively.

ludes students who are known to have left the attendance area and who did not enroll in another Seattle Puh'ic

it does include a few students who enrolled in private or parochial schools in the City of Seattle.

Ui
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area group). The total school area group includes the total grade 3-4

enrollment residing in the two school attendance areas in 1970-71, the year

immediately preceding closure of Interlake. Map 3.01 identifies the

boundaries of the immediate, general, and total school attendance areas

for Interlake and Allen. More detailed data and maps are included in

Attachment 3A.

We note in Table 3.04 that the overall holding power of Interlake

during the years following closure exceeds that of Allen. This more

favorable holding power for Interlake is even stronger in the immediate

school area where the 63.6 percent of students remaining in Interlake in

the fall of 1973 compares to only 46.7 percent for Allen. If Allen is a

good control area for Interlake (i.e., the two areas are similar in every

respect except the event of school closure), we cannot in any way conclude

that the act of closing Interlake School led to a major out-migration of

public school students from the Interlake School area. Despite this greater

holding power for Interlake, it is important to note that Interlake's

attractiveness to new families with school-age children during the years

immediately following closure was apparently less than that of Allen.

This conclusion is based upon the fact that the higher holding power of

.nterlake (relative to Allen) was coupled with a larger percentage reduction

in K-6 resident enrollments in the Interlake area during the years

(medial-Ply following closure. These relative reductions in K-6 enrollment

eAring the years following closure are shown in Table 3.05. Notice that

.ae percentage decline in the Interlake area is corsiderably greater than

that observed in Allen. Since no noticeable reduction in birth rates

(relative to Allen) was observed in the Interlake area prior to this period

and no apparent shifts occurred in parochial and private school patterns,
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Interlake
Attendance Area

MAP 3.01

IMMEDIATE, GENERAL AND

TOTAL ATTENDANCE ARE AS FOR

INTERLAKE AND ALLEN

Immediate School Area

General School Area

Total School Area

Allen
Attendance Area
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Table 3.0
lake-Ali-Len Enrollments, Grades K-6

8thool Area

Int 1.1eke

Allen

Seattle Districth

K-6 nrol lments

1970-71 1974-75

460 296

Percent
Change

-35.6

542 413 -23.4

45,544 33,441 I -22.8

---------------------,_
-.......

arhe
e

-----,
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District
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prino 00 Octobere:"0:

lments f

the indi cated years.

such an
enrollment likelY attri buted to Allen being more
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of school
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This particular enrollment shift in InterlakeYwhile potentially

important in showing an impact of closure, needs to be interpreted in

relat ion to patterns existin g prior to closure and in relation to enroll-

ment shifts in other schools in the immediate Interlake area. First of

all, while it is true that Interlake experienced a greater enrollment loss

relative to Allen in the years immediately following closure (see Table

3.05), it is also important to remember that this general pattern existed

in the time period just before closure (see Table 3.01). It is also true

that the greater Interlake community (including the Interlake, Day, Latona,

and McDonald areas) experienced a post-closure enrollment loss considerably

greater than that observed in the Allen area (see Table 3.02). These latter

points simply have to be considered as a background for interpreting the

finding that Interlake did experience (relative to Allen) a larger drop in

total enrollment, though not a greater exodus of resident students, in the

years following its closure.

The same type of comparison of out-migration in the Mann-Minor-

Leschi schools is presented in Table 3.06. Map 3.02 shows the location of

immediate, general and total attendance areas for each cif the three schools

and more detailed data and maps are found in Attachment 3B. The closure

school (Mann in this case) again seems to have a somewhat higher holding

power than do the other two schools. Note that 62.5 percent of the Mann

stadonts are still residing in the Mann attendance area in the fall of 1970;

the comp arable figures for minor and Leschi are 55.0 and 48.1 percent.

lhis same holding advantage stands up in the area immediafely surrounding

the H;.trin School, where the percents remaining in the fall of 1970 in the

three schoo 1 areas are 65.1 in Mann, 48.5 in Minor and 47.1 in Leschi.

Pecpw;c these data represent only on e-half of the resident students in the
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Out-Migvation Patterns at Mann-Minor-Leschi, Grades 2-4

(expressed as percent of resident student group)

ial Group/School

Number

of

Students
a

Year 1 - Fall, 1971 Year 3 - Fall, 1973

Same

School

Other

Public

School in

Seattle

ttist:
bDistrict

Seattle

Same

School

Other

Public

School in

eattle

Outside

Seattle

District
b

39 2 2 I 33 8 2 28 14 1

n 43 90.6 4.7 4.7 65.1 32.6 2.3

29 4 0 120 11 2 1. 12 5

Or 33 87.9 12.1 0.0 48.5 36.4 15.1

28 I@ 0 19 J 1 1. 14 4

chi 34 82.4 17.6 0.0 55.9 4l.2 2.9 47.1 41.2 11.7

la) 3 2 143 137 16 1

n 54 90.7 5.6 3.7 79.6 16.7 3.2 68.5 29.6 1.9

75 12 2 29 8 46 35 12

Or 80.6 17.2 2.2 I 60.2 31.2 8.6 49.5 37.6 12.9

75 4] 0 54 36 43 39 12

chi 94 79.8 (1.2 57.4 38.7 45.7 41.5 12.8

551 4 48 10 40 23 1

n 64 85.9 6.2 75.0 15.6 62.5 35.9 1.6

04 ag 2 84 37 71 43 15

Or 129 80.6 17.8 65.1 28.7 55.0 33.3 11.7

85 al 0 62 40 1
51 42 13

chi I. 80.2 19.8 58.5 37.7 3.8 48.1 39.6 12.3

esents the number of regular resident students (with test scores) enrolled in grades 2-4 in October, 1966.

es were available for only half of the regular resident students in each of the three schools.
1-,

udes students who are known to have left the attendance area and who did not enroll in another Seattle Public

t does include a few students who enrolled in Private and parochial schools in the City of Seattle.
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Attendance Area

Minor
Attendance Area
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indica ade 1
ted fir evels and because the student records kept during this

period (1966-70) were not as complete, the analysis could not be extended

to a detailed C of overall Post-closure growth rates in theoRParison

several schools.

mobilit of Studen ts and Achievement Test Scores

In eXamining the question of student mobility in closure and control

makes sense to ask two questions regarding achievement testschools
2

scores. First of all, did students moving out of the attendance area

following closurv differ

7 Secondly,

Y in their achievement levels from the

group to

significantl

choosing did those students choosing to stay in

the area Rap:Wing closure suffer anY noticeable decline in achievement as

a resul
t of being transferred to a different school? Beginning with the

first of qtn,these uesiosthe study staff compiled test data on all students

residing inter lake-Allen and Mann -Minor-Leschi in the year preceding the

closure. These data are summarized in Tables 3.07 and 3.08 respectively

arld the .4t5 are analyzed as follows:

ke- ,-
Intefla Overall, Interlake students scored higher on both

reading mathematics than did theirand counterparts in the control school,
Allen. Notice that in the case of Interlake, both third- and fourth-grade
groUps

l
durin_

eaVing g the first year fo llowing closure were different
(slight lv loWer 3.11 both reading and mathematics) than the total student
group at'tending Just prior to closure. The scores for students in both
grades leaving

over the two-year period following closure, however, were
oot dic than

-fereot those for the total students attending Interlake prior
to clo sure. A qulte different pattern exists in Allen, with the third
graders leaving the school in the first year tending to score slightly

reading and mathematicshigher in both than those staying. Again, the
Laird_ group 1

grade eaving over the two -year period following closure
resembles the base group PoPulation with respect to test scores. A some-
whatdifferent pattern occur s at the fourth grade in Allen, with the
leaying group scoring lower than those staying in both reading and mathe-
matics. holds true for the groups leaving during the first year and
the first two Y ears following closure. None of the differences presented
in Table 3.07 (excpPt those showing Interlake students generally to score
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Table 3.07

Achievemot Test soore.:i at Interlake-Allen, Grades 3-4

(expressed as average percentile for grade level group)

udent Group

terlake

.len

Iter1ake

.len

NOMber
of

----
students Readi
in Base

Year
...-(o Year 'Left

Duri
1970-71) go

year 1

71 58.8 54.1

73 49.1 54.5

59 50.4 46.9

73 40.3 37.5

Average Percentilea

-

ngb Mathematicsc

Left During

years 1 and 2
Base Year

Left During

Year 1

'IN

Left During

Years 1 and 2

3

60.8 53.1
II

44.9 51.4

2'
47.8 39.0

1

44.2

2'

36.7

--a-
ii-

50.9

_.,

43.5
J

36.0
g

44.8

37.3

-

37.3
ig

33.1

22
32.2

sres are average percentiles for the designated groups of students. The number of students in each of the

r" groups is Indic ated in the upper
left collier Of the appropriate section of the table.

adirg percentiles are a reading composite score en the Metropolitan Achievement Test. Grade 3 is based

he ?rimary II versioll of the test and G
-rade 4

is the Elementary version.

thematics percentiles are a comnoite math score on the Metro Politan Achievement Test. Grade 3 is again

imary II version and Grade 4 '
the

glementary.
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Fable 3.0S

Achievemefrt %est Scores at Mann-Minor-Leschi, Grades 2-4

(expressed as average percentile for grade level group)

dent Group

Number in

Base Year

(1967-68 )

Average Percentile
a

Reading
b

Mathematics
c

Base Year
Left biming

Year 1

Left During

Years 1 & 2
Base Year

Left During

Year 1

Left During

Years 1 & 2

Mann 25 24.3
A

15.3
.A

13.5 --

_14

--
:A

--

Minor 51 45.5 44.8
A

43.8 --

.1.1J .2i1
--

Leschi 32
Ts

30.7 17.4
_..7.]

.

17.1 --
..§.1

--

....7.i

--

Mann 18 24.8 11.0 17.0 _. _ _-

Minor 42 44.7
A

45.8
IA

44.3 --
A

--
ig

--

Leschi 39 37.8
A

42.2
111

35.9 _ A
-..

kg
_-

Mann 21 23.5 42.5 28.5 17.9 12.5 8.4

Minor 36 32.5
21

30.3
al-

26.5 29.2
.11

24.7
al

22.7

Leschi 35 25.9
IF

32.9

ii
33.3 17.2

A
23.4

121
21.7

scores are average percentiles for the designated groups of students. The number of students in each

the "leaver" groups is indicated in the upper left corner of the appropriate section of the table.

reading percentiles are a reading composite score on the Metropolitan Achievement Test. Grade 2 is

;ed upon the Primary I version, Grade 3 on the Primary II version, and Grade 4 on the Elementary version,

mathematics percentile scores for Grade 4 represent a composite math score on the Elementary versioh

the Metropolitan AchieA Test.
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higher than those from Allen) proved to be statistically significant* at

the .05 level; hence, one must ,conclude that no particular differences

in achievement patterns existpetween students leaving the arca following

the closure event and those cnti4psing to stay in the attendance arca.

There is certainly no support for the proposition that higher-ability

students are more likely to move out of an area during the first year

following closure. Some effort was made to examine the achievement patterns

of students moving into the area following the closure event, but the

numbers of students for whom comparable test scores could be found was too

small to make any valid comparisons.

Mann-Minor-Leschi---It should be noted that reading tests only were

available for the second- and third-grade-students in each of the three

schools involved in this comparison. We note in Table 3.08 that second-
and third-grade students leaving the Mann area in the years immediately

following closure had lower test scores than their counterparts choosing

to stay in the area. No such pattern prevailed for the fourth-grade group

at Mann% The small numbers involved in the various student groupings along

with the fact that only half of the resident student test records could

even be located make it impossible to establish any particular significance

to the differences noted in Table 3.08. We simply conclude that no case

can be made for an exodus of more able students following the event of

school closure.

In looking at the second question, namely, the possible affect of

transfer on students choosing to remain in the closed school area, we are

liAted to the Interlake-Allen case. Reliable pre- and post-test data

were simply noi available for a sufficient number of students in Mann-Minor-

Leschi. Reviewing the data of Table 3.09, we note that there is no consistent

difference in the Interlake and Allen students residing in their respective

areas following the closure decision at InteIlake. While there was a

relative loss for Interlake's third-grade students in mathematics, this is

offset by slight gains for the Interlake fourth-grade students in both

reading and mathematics. From these data, it is impossible to conclude that

there is any appreciable damage to those students transferred to Day, Latona

and McDonald following the Interlake closure.

*Raw scores were used in these tests for statistical significance. As an

aid to the reader, average percentiles are presented in Tables 3.07, 3.08

4nd 3.09.
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Table 3.u9

Chanes in '::.,:.ent Test Scores
a

for Interlake-Allen Students

expressed as average percentile for grade level group)

Student Group

Number

of

Students

Reading Mathematics

Pre-

Closure

Average

Post-

Closure

Average

Change

Pre-

Closure

Average

Post-

Closure

Average

Change

m
o
Ts
o
k
LI

Interlake
b

(to Day-Latona-McDonald)

Allen

52

51

60.0

49.1

53.7

40.8

-6.3

.

-8.3

54.3

40.9

45.8

42.0

-8.5

+1.1

1.

o
-a
o
k
C.1

Interlake
b

(to Day-Latona-McDonald)

Allen

36

30

49.1

43.3

56.3

49.8

+7.2

+6.5

,

43.8

41.7

45.6

40.5

+1.8

-1.2

aThe achievement test results in this table are based upon Metropolitan Achievement Tests

administered in 1970-71 (pre-closure for both grades 3 and 4), 1971-72 (post-closure for

grade 3), and 1972-73 (post-closure for grade 4). Since different versions of the test and

norming groups were used at the differing time periods, only the comparative changes in

closure and control school by grade level are useful.

b
The Interlake group consists of those students who remained living in the Interlake attendance

area following closure but who were transferred to Day, Latona, or McDonald beginning in the

1971-72 school year. 137
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es and
chool Closures

In this the ID
chapter' uSSR studY staff analyzed enrollment shifts

both
schoolbefore and after closures. Of the

considered in the analYsis, only the Interlake

the Post-
closure

decline implied by Hypothesis

four school closures

case provides support for

#1. Even this support is

limited to a sr,
-kewhat

higher -'ate of overall enrollment decline following

losure
and does

not
in any wa

Y suggest an immediate exodus of students

3t
to the the ti

resident area

the rate

ke of the el osure decision. As a matter of

fact, of exodu-fr°m Allen (the control school) in the years

immediatelY fol lowing the Inte
rlake closure was slightly higher than in

the Interlake area during the same time period. Because this pattern of

greater overall
enrol

lment decline in the Interlake area actually existed

1.5ser degree prior clto a to the osure decision, this conclusion of

support
for post,

closure
decline

must be interpreted with some degree of

nonerhe
less, on bala agree that the Allen attendancecaution; lice, one must

area
was distinctly attra-

Qtive in the Years following Interlake's

n'
lio

faiies
closure t intending to send their youngsters to public schools.

this et, a de
Whether finite in overall community structurer Yresents decline

course, a
uebatable.

The Geo, enrollm
'get vw -ent changes -efore and following closure

provide
overall

HYPothesis
r for #2, the closure being an expected

resu lt cif prior change
in comm structure. Georgetown enrollment

n in the yearsdeclined
over s

-" percent Preceding closure

caused the indust
rial

late 1

, a trend

apparentlY mmercial expansionand co

the c ommunitY dnring the .96015-

moving into

i
The res , inconc

Ults are -Lusive
in the other two closure situations

cxamin
in this

chapter of the repor t- While the pre-closure decline ined
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school enrollment in the Mann area relative to that of Minor and Leschi

suggests some support for Hypothesis #2, the questionable reliability of

data sources

integration,/

and the interaction of 0/closure" and "voluntaky and mandatory

decisions makes any reliable interpretation of trends almost

impossible. There is no support for a greater exodus rate from the Mann

community following the closure decision and hence no support for Hypothesis

#1 in this Particular closure case. The post-closure period related to the

threatened closure of Decatur is not of sufficient length to make even

tentative conclusions and there is certainly no support for pre-closure

deterioration in the Decatur community.
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Chapter 4

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS AND VALUES

In the school profiles of Chapter 2, selected property character-

istics (e.g. number of residential units, percent of vacancy in residential

units, and percent renter occupied) were charted over the 1960-74 period.

This earlier data was available at only three points in time--1960, 1970

and 1974--and was not interpreted in any level of detail. With this in

mind, we turn in this chapter to a more complete examination of residential

property characteristics and values. This more detailed examination

consists of two thrusts. The first is a look at the housing characteristics

in school neighborhoods and simply expands upon the data presented in

Chapter 2. The second and perhaps more crucial part of this analysis

plots sale property turnover rates, assessed value and sale price on sample

properties in three of the closure-control groupings. This latter comparison

is done on a yearly basis, thereby permitting a more refined examination

of possible school closure impacts.

Housing Characteristics in School Neighborhoods

Characteristics of the built environment and the extent to which

that environment changes over time are often representative of other

quality of life attributes. For example, a physically-deteriorating

neighborhood usually (though by nO means always) coincides with a highly

mobile, low-income population who are primarily renters rather than

119
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homeowners. A neighborhood that shows marked physical improvements over

time is undergoing an opposite change, usually typified by higher-income

homeowners replacing a previously transient population. A physically

consistent or stable neighborhood is probably also a socially stable

neighborhood.

These generalizations notwithstanding, there is no way using the

limited data available through the U. S. Census and Polk Profiles of

determining precisely which phenomenon or phenomena are contributing to

changes in a neighborhood's housing characteristics. To even suggest that

the cause of housing changes found in the study neighborhoods was the

closure of a local school would be somewhat naive. Changes in the housing

characteristics of urban neighborhoods are a result of ongoing economic,

social and political processes, changes in the relative desirability of

neighborhoods and desires of movers, and perhaps most importantly constraints

placed on the real estate market by those who control the local mortgage

market. Because of the complex interrelationships between these various

causal factors, we cannot hope to pinpoint in any precise manner the role

of school closures in the changing characteristics of neighborhoods.

However, by comparing neighborhoods where schools have been closed with

neighborhoods which were physically and socially similar prior to c/osure,

some insights into whether or not school closure may have affected housing

kccupant characteristics and quality may be discovered. If warranted, these

suggested relationships could then be subjected to more rigorous analysis

t, determine the strength of the relationship between school closure and

Lousing relative to other ongoing urban processes.

The data used in this analysis describing the quality of the study

neighbw-hoods have been drawn from four sources. Two of the sources are
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generally considered objective, though indi7ect, measures of housing quality

and two are totally subjective. They also vary with respect to coverage

and representativeness for the school attendance area in question.

Time series data on housing characteristics are drawn from the

U. S. Census of Population and Housing for 1960 and 1970 and from the Polk

Profiles for 1974. Selected data from these two sources can be found in the

tables of Attachment 2B. Subjective information reflecting the visual

quality of the study neighborhoods was obtained from physical inspections

of each attendance area done in November 1975 as part of the Neighborhood

Matching Process conducted by the Schools and Neighborhood Project and from

observations in March 1976 by the BSSR study staff. These observations

are obviously subject to limitations because of their subjective and untested

nature. In some cases the reliability of the visual inspections were tested

through discussions with other observers and local real estate agents. We

turn now to a summary description of housing characteristics in each of the

k-Iosure-control groupings and the Summit and Maple areas.

Interlake-Allen---Physical inspection of the Interlake and Allen
attendance areas conducted during the Neighborhood Matching Process in late

1975 concluded that the areas were virtually identical with respect to

physical housing quality:

The housing stock seems to be approximately the same age as the
Interlake area. The same range of values and size was noted; however,
the Allen area appears to have a slightly higher percentage of homes
at the upper end of the range . . . . The lot sizes, condition of
streets and lack of undergrounding are also similar to the Interlake

area.

While this subjective examination appears reasonable, it is import-
ant to examine trends in housing characteristics in the two areas. We note

iN fable 4.01 that trends in the numbers of residential and occupied units

ure comparable in the two attendance areas during both the pre-closure

(1)h0-70) and post-closure (1970-74) periods. The greater decline in owner-

occupied housing in Interlake for the 1960-70 period (9.9 percent decrease

in Interlake contrasted with a 3.4 percent loss in Allen) could indicate

some slight relative decline during the pre-closure years; however, the
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classification
of HOUS1ng unitS

Reside4t18l

.%4
occupied

Owner

4.)

1

gentet
-4

vacant

ReSideAtial

OCCUpied

O OWner

,-a gentet

Vacant

Table 4.01

Changes in Housing Classification in Interlake-Allen*

Numb

249

236

146

89

12

233

223

154

69

9

1960 1970 Percent
Change

1974 Percent
Change

er Percent Number Percent 1960-70 Number Percent 1970-74

0 (100.0) 2582 (100.0) + 3.6 2554 (100.0) - 1.1

7 (95.1) 2468 (95.6) + 4.1 2414 (94.5) - 2.2

3 (59.0) 1323 (51.3) - 9.9 1323 (51.8) 0

9 (36.1) 1145 (44.3) +27.4 1091 (42.7) - 4.7

3 (4.9) 114 (4.4) - 7.3 140 (5.5) +22.8

D (100.0) 2338 (100.0) + 2.5 2375 (100.0) - 0.5

7 (95.0) 2295 (96.1) + 2.5 2252 (94.8) - 1.9

2 (66.2) 1490 (62.4) - 3.4 1520 (64.0) + 2.0

S (29.8) 805 (33.7) +15.8 732 (30.8) - 9.1

3 (4.0) 93 (3.9) 0 123 (5.2) +32.2

*Based on s. Census (1960 and 1970) and Polk Profile (1974) estimates.
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Table 4.02

Changes in Housing Classification in Mann-Minor-Leschi*

Classification

of Housing Units

1960 1970 Percent

Change

1960-70

1974 Percent

Change

1970-74Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

g
g
al

x

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1925

1777

896

881

148

(100.0)

(92.3)

(46.5)

(45.8)

(7.7)

1868

1513

725

788

355

(100.0)

(81.0)

(38.8)

(42.2)

(19.0

- 3.0

-14.8

-15.5

-10.6

+139.9

1794

1543

788

755

251

(100.0)

(86.0)

(43.9)

(42.1)

(14.0)

- 4.0

+ 2.0

+ 8.7

- 4.2

-29.3

$4

o
g

.1.4

M

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

4230

3810

1067

3163

420

(100.0)

(90.0)

(25.2)

(74.8)

(10.0)

3700

2990

925

2065

710

(100.0)

(80.8)

(25.0)

(55.8)

(19.2)

-12.5

-21.5

-13.3

-34.7

+69.0

3350

2860

1005

1855

490

(100.0)

(85.4)

(30.0)

(55.4)

(14.6)

- 9.4

- 4.3

+ 8.6

-10.2

-31.0

.1.4

.4
0
0
0

.-3

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1870

1746

1072

674

124

(100.0)

(93.4)

(59.3)

(36.1)

(6.6)

1956

1642

963

679

314

(100.0)

(83.9)

(49.2)

(34.7)

(16.1)

+.4.6

- 6.0

-10.2

+ 0.7

+153.2

1908

1698

997

701

210

(100.0)

(89.0)

(52.3)

(36.7)

(11.0)

- 2.4

+ 3.4

+ 3.5

+ 3.2

-33.1

*Based on U. S. Censu.; (1960 and 1970) and Polk Profile (1974) estimates.
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An examination of the trends in the number of vacancies shows the
three areas to be quite similar. Vacancies increased drastically from 1960
to 1970 in each neighborhood C,,39.9 percent in Mann, 69.0 percent in Minor,

and 153 percent in Leschi). While the Minor area had a much smaller
percentage increase in vac_ancies, it should be observed that it is at least

twice as large in terms 01. residential units available than either Mann or
Leschi; thus, the actual increase in number of vacancies is greatest in
this area. After v970 the number of vacancies in each area dropped by
approximately 30 -,ercent. It should be remembered that the number of
residences availble in each area was also declining during this period Ok
time, and therefore, the decline in vacancies does not necessarily indicate

a major increase in the net migration into the areas.

If we consider trends in occupancy rates (percent of residential
units occupied) to be an indicator of the quality of neighborhoods, then
Mann and Minor appear to be quite similar overall; i.e., the percent of
residential units in the occupied status shows similar changes in Mann and
Minor over,the 1960-74 period. While Table 4.02 suggests that Minor had a
much greater percentage decrease in number of occupied units than did Mann,
it also had a much greater decrease in residential units available. In

both areas between 1960 and 1970, the decline in occupied housing units
was approximately ten percentage points more than the decline in the total
number of residences. After 1970, both areas showed only modest change in
number of occupied units, with Mann increasing two percent and Minor
decreasing four percent. In both areas, the number of owner-occupied units
.ncreased by approximately nine percent between 1970 to 1974, indicating

transient population was occupying both neighborhoods.

Leschi's pattern of occupancy was a bit different than that observed
in Mann and Minor. The period from 1960 to 1970 was marked by what appears
to he over-building in Leschi. The number of residential units available
increased 4.6 percent, yet the number of occupied units decreased by six
percent. This trend was then reversed in the next four years (units avail-
able decreased 2.4 percent, as the number of occupied units increased 3.4
percent) as building slowed down, demolition increased, and people moved
into the area. Both the number of owner-occupied units and renter-occupied
units in the Leschi area increased during this time, unlike the Mann and
Minor areas where only owner-occupied units increased. Renter-occupied
units comprised approximately 35 percent of the total Leschi residences
throughout the 1960-74 time period.

This cursory look at the occupancy rates of all three areas indicates
that Mann and Minor are of roughly equal quality and that Leschi has a
higher quality than these two. This conclusion is substantiated in a 1970
census analysis of housing quality prepared by the City of Seattle's
Department of Community Development entitled "Estimated Housing Quality"
in which the Mann and Minor neighborhoods were rated equally as poor
overall with a minus two rating (zero being average with a City-wide range
of -15 to +15). While over half of Leschi was given the same rating, a
significant portion of the Leschi neighborhood received a plus two rating.

Since both the direction and relative magnitude of the trends in
'lousing are consistent in Mann and Minor, and similar in some cases to
Leschi, no conclusions can be drawn here concerning the impact of school
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closure on neighborhood quality. Physical inspection of the housing around
Horace Mann School also revealed little impact on the quality of the neigh-
borhood. In fact, it was noted that several new houses are being completed
within two blocks of the school.

Georgetown---Georgetown has many unique characteristics as a result
of history and relative location that make comparisons with a "control"
neighborhood difficult. As a residential neighborhood, Georgetown has had
only a minimal future since the late 1950's. Its lone residential housing
area is sandwiched between and undifferentiated topographically from heavy
industrial neighbors, mostly transportation related. In contrast, Concord,
the control neighborhood matched with Georgetown for the purposes of this
study, contains a viable residential area which is topographically separated
from neighboring industrial users, and has only relatively recently been
faced with industrial encroachment. In fact, significant public investments
have been made to develop low-income housing in the Concord area since the
start of Georgetown's residential decline, especially in the South Park area.

Because of these historical/situational differences, comparisons
between the two attendance areas, especially with respect to physical
quality, are suspect. The rapid and continual decline in number of residen-
tial units and number of occupied units in Georgetown, as shown in Table
4.03, is not comparable to the fluctuating housing situation in Concord.
This is perhaps best exemplified through a conversation which occurred with
a representative of Airport Realty, located within the Georgetown neighbor-
hood. When asked whether there was any residential housing available for
purchase in the Georgetown area, the realtor replied, "Nope. Just for
industry. But I can show you some nice inexpensive houses over in South
Park." Nine years earlier, to the day, a resident of Georgetown was quoted
in The Seattle Times as saying, "You can't get loans or building permits
for remodeling in this area. Why would anybody want to loan money to a
homeowner whose house is going to be torn down in a few years?" (March 19,
1967).

Decatur-Maple Leaf---Decatur Elementary School in the North-end of
Seattle was never actually closed, but merely threatened with closure over
a two-month period in 1974, along with six other elementary schools. The
closures were not to occur until fall of 1975. Maple Leaf School, with its
attendance area adjacent tl Decatur, was not similarly threatened. Differ-
..ces between Decatur and Maple Leaf in terms of physical housing trends are
s:.en in Table 4.04. The two areas exhibit contrasting patterns of change
Hring the 14-year observation period. Decatur showed declines in both the
nber of residences and occupied housing units between 1960 and 1970. Maple
lf, on the other hand, exhibited increases in these two categories,

particularly during the 1960-70 period. Between 1970 and 1974, the year of
t!ireatened Decatur closure, that attendance area saw very slight increase
1. residential units, both available and occupied. Maple Leaf showed an
npposite pattern of similar relative magnitude.

A look at the trends in occupant types in Decatur shows that during
the period from 1960 to 1970, the proportion of owner-occupants increased
(from 67.8 percent to 80.5 percent). No change in this owner-occupancy
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Table 4.03

Changes ili Housing ,:lassification in Georgetown-Concord*

Classification

of Housing Un.ts

1960 1970 Percent

Change

1960-70

1974 Percent

Change

1970-74Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

I

v
0
et
1-4

o
o
u

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1609

1435

665

770

174

(100.0)

(89.2)

(41.3)

(47.9)

(10.8)

1098

938

356

582

160

(100.0)

(85.4)

(32.4)

(53.0)

(14.6)

-31.8

-34.6

-46.5

-24.4

- 8.0

893

697

346

351

196

(100.0)

(78.0)

(38.7)

(39.3)

(22.0)

-18.7

-25.7

- 2.8

-39.7

+22.5

.o
1-4

o
u
o
o
u

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1808

1672

1025

647

136

(100.0)

(92.5)

(56.7)

(35.8)

(7.5)

1840

1666

861

805

174

(100.0)

(90.5)

(46.8)

(43.7)

(9.5)

+ 1.8

- 0.4

-16.0

+24.4

+27.9

_

1700

1521

802

719

179

(100.0)

(89.5)

(47.2)

(42.3)

(10.5)

- 7.6

- 8.7

- 6.8

-10.7

+ 2.9

*Based on U. S. Census (1960 and 1970) and Polk Profile (1974) estimates.
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Table 4.04

Changes in Housing Classification in Decatur-Maple Leaf*

Classification

of Housing Units

1960 1970 Percent

Change

1960-70

1974 Percent

Change

1970-74Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

k

49

o
u
o
=

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1158

1082

785

297

76

(100.0)

(93.4)

(67.8)

(25.6)

(6.6)

1053

1037

848

189

16

(100.0)

(98.5)

(80.5)

(18.0)

(1.5)

9.1

- 4.2

+ 8.0

-36.4

-78.9

1061

1040

853

187

21

(100.0)

(98.0)

(80.4)

(17.6)

(2.0)

+ 0.8

+ 0.3

+ 0.6

- 1.0

+31.2

144

o
o
.4

o
-I
a.
o
x

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1218

1172

1007

165

46

(100.0)

(96.2)

(82.7)

(13.5)

(3.8)

1448

1398

1161

237

50

(100.0)

(96.5)

(80.2)

(16.3)

(3.5)

+18.9

+19.3

+15.3

+43.6

+ 8.7

1437

1393

1162

231

44

(100.0)

(96.9)

(80.9)

(16.0)

(3.1)

- 0.8

- 0.4

+ 0.1

- 2.5

-12.0

*Based on U. S. Census (1960 and 1970) and Polk Profile (1974) estimates. 15,
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rate was observed between 1970 and 1974. Decatur's vacancy rate (percent
of residential units vacant) dropped substantially from 1960 to 1970 and
then increased only slightly in 1974. Maple Leaf was a much more stable
area from 1960 to 1974. This is evidenced by the fact that numbers of units
in the several classifications or characteristics (e.g. owner and renter
occupancy, vacancy) maintained a consistent proportional relationship to
the total number of residential units.

Since none of these data refer to the post-closure situation, no
hypotheses regarding threatened closure effects can be either substantiated
or refuted. However, one might speculate that the 9.1 percent drop in
residential units between 1960 and 1970 may have contributed to the suggested
closure of Decatur. The rebound-type changes observed in Decatur since 1970
appear to b continuing, as physical inspections witnessed housing construc-
tion occurring on several sites in the attendance area, all seemingly of
higher quality and price than their previousl:; built neighbors.

Summit-Maple---Summit and Maple were closed in 1965 and 1971
respectively. Because of peculiarities associated with these school areas
or the decisions on closure, neither school was assigned a control school.
The two schools are presented together in Table 4.05 but analyzed separately.

Summit. Prior to closure of the Summit School in 1965, its
attendance area, in terms of geographic area included, was probably
the largest in the City. It encompassed most of the City's central
business district plus the northern part of First Hill and the Summit
neighborhood. Much of the attendance area contains very few
residential housing units and thus contributed little to the school's
population. In 1960 the U. S. Census labeled approximately 20 percent
of the housing in this attendance area dilapidated or dete,iovating.
Though no comparable data were collected in the 1970 Census, a 1970
City estimate judged the overall quality of housing in this area as
poor.

The objective data shown in Table 4.05 reflecting physical
luality of housing stock show a continuous decline in the number of
residential units available within the Summit attendance area. The
transient nature of the community is illustrated in the fact that the
percent of rental-occupied units exceeds 75 percent in each of the
three years for which data is reported. Physical inspection of the
area attests to the increasing apartment development at the fringe
of the central business district, both as new apartment buildings
and as conversions of old single-family residences to apartment
units. Because'no other neighborhood in Seattle could be matched
with Summit, the importance of closing Summit School to this process
of declining population and increasing transience cannot be told.
However, the nature of the area and the fact that the deterioration
process has been ongoing since at least the mid-1930's suggests that
changes in the physical quality of the neighborhood probably cannot
be attributed to the school closure. In fact, Summit School was
closed for precisely these reasons: declining school-age population
in its attendance area and inadequacy, presumably because of its age,
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Table 4.05

Changes in Housing Classification in Summit-Maple*

Classification

of Housing Units

1960 1970 Percent

Change

1960-70

1974 Percent

Change

1970-74Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

a.)

m

tp)

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

19,400

16,160

757

15,403

3,240

(100.0)

(83.3)

(3.9)

(79.4)

(16.7)

14,770

12,745

576

12,169

2,025

(100.0)

(86.3)

(3.9)

(82.4)

(13.7)

-23.9

-21.1

-23.9

-21.0

-37.5

13,500

11,640

445

11,195

1,860

(100.0)

(86.2)

(3.3)

(82.9)

(13.8)

- 8.6

- 8.7

-22.7

- 8.0

- 8.1

0
...1

at,

0

Residential

Occupied

Owner

Renter

Vacant

1,600

1,550

1,255

295

50

(100.0)

(96.9)

(78.4)

(18.5)

(3.1)

1,630

1,562

1,248

314

68

(100.0)

(95.8)

(76.6)

(19.2)

(4.2)

+ 1.9

+ 0.8

- 0.6

+ 6.4

+36.0

1,635

1,515

1,226

289

120

(100.0)

(92.7)

(75.0)

(17.7)

(7.8)

+ 0.3

- 3.0

- 1.8

- 6.0

+76.5

*Based on U. S. Census (1960 and 1970) and Polk Profile (1974) estimates.
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of the school facility and site. While it might be argued that the
school closure contributed further to this ongoing decline, only very
limited data (the enrollment analysis discussed in Chapter 3) has
been found to support this argument.

Maple. The Old Maple School was closed in early 1971. However,
closure of this school was predicated upon completion of the New
Maple School, at the northwestern corner of the old attendance area.
Students residing in the Old Maple, Georgetown, and Beacon Hill
attendance areas were reassigned to the New Maple School. Because
the new school is separated from the former Georgetown area by I-5,
Union Pacific's railroad yards, and other heavy industrial land users,
transfer to New Maple was a significant change for Georgetown-based
families. However, the Old Maple attendance area did not, in fact,
lose its neighborhood school, but merely replaced it at a less central
point (relative to the old attendance area) with a newer facility.

The number of residential units during the two periods for which
objective data are available has been increasing very slightly (see
Table 4.05). A 1.9 percent increase in residential units is shown
between 1950 and 1970 and an additional 0.3 percent from 1970 to
1974. Notice, however, that the number of vacant units for the
neighborhood has risen dramatically, nearly doubling since 1970.
Without a geographically and socioeconomically similar control neigh-
borhood for comparison, the cause of this change cannot really be
determined. It could have been related to closure of Old Maple School,
but is more likely merely a continuance of the general trend toward
decreasing numbers of middle-income families in the City (as illustrated
in the other closure and control neighborhoods).

Physical inspections suggest that Maple is a relatively newer
neighborhood than most of the others studied. For the most part, the
area is very well maintained and composed primarily of single-family
residences. Many of the homes have views across the industrial area
toward the Olympics. Adequate access to play areas exists from almost
any point in the neighborhood. A few small neighborhood businesses,
though no real business districts, are scattered through the area
including a teenager-oriented cluster of stores across from Cleveland
High School. A small vacant commercial building is located on the
southeast corner of Lucille and Sixteenth Avenue South, one block from
the Old Maple School. Contact with the realtor handling the property
revealed that the property has been vacant for at least a couple of
years, but that it is doubtful that closure of Old Maple School had
anything to do with the previous owner's vacating the property.

Comparison of Residential Property Values

In the previous section, the several closure-control school neighbor-

hoods were compared in terms of occupancy characteristics of housing.

Because these comparisons were based almost entirely on just three points
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in time (namely, 1960, 1970 and 1974), it was difficult to draw any specific

conclusions relating to possible school closure impacts. Neither did these

data reveal anything of the relative changes in property turnover and value

between the closure and control neighborhoods. To gain at least partial

answers to school closure impacts on these important variables, the BSSR

staff selected a sample of approximately 1,200 residential properties in

three school groupings--Interlake-Allen, Mann-Minor-Leschi, and Decatur-

Maple Leaf. By charting both sales and assessed values over the 1950-74

period on these sample properties, it was possible to make certain closure-

control area comparisons in the pre- and post-closure periods for each of

the three school groupings. These comparisons along with summary conclusions

are presented in this section of the report. The comparison begins with a

general discussion of factors influencing the cost of land and housing.

Factors Influencing Property Values---Property values are market

sigrals of changes in demand for land use and the services generated by any.

improvements on that land. The demand for land and improvements, including

housing, is determined or affected by economic and social variables,

including those discussed in preceding chapters, e.g., family size, age

or ife style, income and employment. The supply of housing is relatively

inelastic in the short run; that is, the rate of addition to the standing

stock is small relative to the inventory. As a consequence, market signals

J.aasured by changes in housing prices are sensitive to demand determinants.

: the market mechanism is responsive, supply will increase but will lag

!t,:nand increase. The process is not symmetrical--as demand declines, the

c, inding stock of dwellings cannot decrease but values may fall.

As a capital asset, housing or dwelling units have long physical

lives; they tend to deteriorate slowly but at an increasing rate over time.
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This rate is reflected in increasing costs to maintain the quality of the

stock as the inventory increases in amount and age. The depreciation or

loss in value is not just deterioration of the structural characteristics

of the house, but also obsolescence of design and style.

In addition to these property-related factors, there are determinants

external to the structure that affect value or price. These are sometimes'

called "neighborhood effects" and are external in the sense that they affect

values of other houses in the neighborhood. While these effects (including

streets, sewers, shops and public facilities) are not generally within the

control of the single owner-occupant, each occupant has a marginal impact

on these neighborhood effects. This marginal impact occurs both from

participation in decision making on joint neighborhood effects and from the

upkeep on individual properties. In relation to this matter of property

upkeep or maintenance, it is important to realize that each owner does make

a marginal neighborhood contribution by the maintenance of his/her property.

A poorly-maintained house, for example, contributes not only to the structural

deterioration and obsolescence of that property, but it also contributes to

a general neighborhood deterioration.

Investigators of housing values, or the hedonic price, have attempted

to separate the joint effects of individual housing condition from the other

neighborhood effects which are adjusted only by collective action. A public

school as a public investment is of the lattei type in that it results from

collective decision.making by a public entity. The property owner may or

may not maintain his house, but he does not havt the requisite right to main-

tain or close the school except as a citizen. The household may, however,

select a residence within a given school attendance area. In this respect,
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the educational services of the school are among the determinants of

decisions on housing locations (at least for those desiring school services)

and hence the price or value of residential property. In turn, this demand,

at least in theory, has an impact on the overall land market for which land

values are interdependent (each parcel being valued relative to another or

alternative site).

Inasmuch as property values measure changes in value of land and

improvements over time, they should include any impacts created by school

location. This impact, however, can be either positive or negative for

selected potential buyers, and it is also only one of several neighborhood

effects. Its relative importance to the market, and weight in the overall

price, depends on the significance of other determinants and effects.

Police and fire protection, sanitation services, streets, sidewalks, street

lighting, traffic controls, landscaping and parks, and accessibility to

employment and other activities are critical and may be more significant

than the school, especially if alternative schools are available within a

reasonable distance and transportation costs are relatively low.

The dynamics of the urban economy and social organization tend to

reduce the impact of the local school on neighborhood residential property

values. The growth and development of the periphery of central cities

rather than the redevelopment or recycling of existing neighborhoods has

had such a great impact that the effect of the school on property values can

be largely offset by other neighborhood effects. If the number and location

of elementary schools were held constant throughout a metropolitan area,

the school effect on residential values would likely increase substantially.

flopulation data for the Seattle area, however, indicate that young hc%se-

holds, and especially those with school-age children or younger, have
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already moved to suburbs where more desirable housing (i.e., less deteriora-

tion and obsolescence) is available, and where public improvements including

schools are at least equal to those existing in older neighborhoods of the

City. Thus, the weight or significance of the school location within the

City is lessened by the attractive options available outside the Seattle

District.

Returning to the question of the impact of school closure on neigh-

borhood residential property values, the plausible answer is that character-

istics of present and potential occupants will determine the impact. If

school location is a component of their demand schedule (i.e.,.if the

household has actual or potential school-age children), school closure should

have a significant impact--the significance of course affected by accessi-

bility to alternative schools. But, if the present and potential occupants

do not include the local school in their demand schedule or include it only

as a negative factor then, of course, school closure is probably of little

or no significance. Accordingly, property value changes in school neighbor-

hoods may or may not fluctuate in response to school closure. Clearly, if

the neighborhood was deteriorating, school closure might .;impiy accelerate

the change of occupants from those with a significant demand for the school

to those who can afford the housing value and who do not include the school

as a significant component of their value structure. If large numbers of

potential occupants of this latter type exist, this particular impact need

not result in a noticeable change in the property values of the area.

Accepting the existence of multiple factors in the determination of

prolerty values and the distinct possibility that impacts of school closure

may not even show up in property value change (due to the interaction of

potential occupant value structures), it is still of interest to examine the
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overall changes in property values in closure and control school areas and

to make a preliminary estimate as to any neighborhood impacts associated

with the closure decision. It is also interesting to assess the relative

rates of property turnover in the closure and control neighborhoods, thus

gaining some possible indication of rate of change in the status of occupants

(i.e., a possible indicator of a change from occupants who value positively

the school presence in the community to those who feel the school is a

neutral or negative factor).

Recognizing these interests, the study staff provides in this

section of the report a detailed look at property turnover rates, land and

improvement assessed values, and property sales records. While assessed

value of land is sometimes viewed to be the best single indicator of change

in property value (because land value is based, at least theoretically, on

the most productive use of the land and is not greatly influenced by changes

in type or condition of housing), the fact that such assessments are not

made on a yearly basis and are subject to sudden changes in the assessment

practice itself make them only minimally useful in this particular report.

Foi- these reasons, then, property sales value (measured in dollars per

foot of land) pt..7haps the most important of the indices to be

,..;samined. While this particular index must be based upon only a few sales

in any given year, it does eliminate the effects of assessment practice and

sures a separate measure for each of the years involved in the time series.

',fore reviewing the important trends in property values, it is important

outline the data files used as the basis for the several comparisons.

Data Files on Property Assessments and Sales---Residential property

sments and sales data were obtained from the records of the King County

These data were coded and transferred to data cards for purposes
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of analysis. Such data are costly, but alternative sources were not

sufficiently suitable or available. The basic unit for data analysis was

the census block; these are identical to actual blocks circumscribed by

streets and mapped for identification on the Kroll maps. In each of the

closure and control areas, four blocks contiguous to the school were included.

Other sample blocks were selected along streets that approximated a biseotion

of each quadrant around the school. The precise block numbers for all school

attendance areas and the number of properties selected from each are listed

in Attachment 4A. Map 4.01 shows the approximate location of sample

blocks in the Interlake School area. A similar geographical spread was

used in the other schools. Suffice it here to mention that a total of 1,203

properties were examined in the seven closure and control schools included

in this aspect of the study. Data on each property include year of assess-

ment, land and improvement assessed value, sale prices, dates of sales,

zoning, site area, improvement area, number of stories and rooms in the

,tructure. A complete listing of the data categories according to card

format is found in Attachment 4B. Data from 1950 through 1974 were included.

This relatively long time period was used as a means of identifying both

short- and long-run impacts of school closure.

All properties included in the file were residential (defined here

as one to four family dwellings) in character and most were currently

classified in the single-family use category. This primary dependence on

single-family properties minimizes the problem of comparing values of sub-

st:intially different housing types in the different comparative areas.

Comparisons using land assessment values were made on a dollar per square

foot of land basis, thereby reducing the effects of varying site sizes in

the several attendance areas. The common unit of measure used in connection
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-MAP 4.01
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with improvement assessment values is dollars per square foot of heated

space: Sale prices were computed with both land and improvement area as

the common measurement base; however, only the land area comparisons are

presented in this report.

Impacts of School Closure on,Property Turnover and Value---Utilizing

the data files as already described, the study staff examined trends over

the 1950-1974 period in the InterIake-Allen, Mann-Minor-Leschi, and Decatur-

Maple Leaf school groupings. The data files used in this examination of

trends are available through the University of Was?, Igton's Bureau of School

Service and Research. In this report, we summarize only the trends in

property turnover, land assessed values, and sales values. An examination

of land assessed values by distance from school is also included.

1. Property Turnover Rates. In Table 4.06, we note the pre- and
post-closure annual sales rates (based on annual sales per hundred
properties in file) for 1960-1974 in each of the seven schools. The
property sales or turnover rates for earlier years (1950-1959) were
not included due to the incompleteness of sales records in these
earlier years. Focusing specifically on the Interlake-Allen case,
there is S lesser drop in sales rate in Interlake following the school
closure. While the difference is not large, it is suggestive of a
possible post-closure impact. In this case, one could argue that Allen
had a lesser property turnover rate (and hence greater stability) in
the years following closure of Interlake School.

In the Mann-Minor-Leschi case, there was a noticeable drop in all
three schools in the post-closure period, the drop being least in the
Minor area. The drop in annual sales rate following threatened
closure in Decatur was very slight and the overall sales pattern
matches very closely the rates 4. - the control school, Maple Leaf.

Much the same conclusion, dy, a modest relative increase in
property turnover in Interlake following closure, can be drawn from
the more immediate pre- and post-closure sales data in Table 4.07.
Notice that Interlake experienced a 0.5 increase in annual sales per
hundred properties. The comparison here is limited to annual sales
rates during the 3.5 years before and after closure. While a substan-
tial increase in property turnover is also noted for Decatur in the
post-closure period, a time period of only one-half year is judged
inadequate as any indication of school closure impact. The post-
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Table 4.06

Sales Rates in Closure and Control Schools

1960-1974

School Areaa
Number of

b
Properties

Annual Sales per Hundred Propertiesc

Pre-Closure Post-Closure Total

Interlake (1971) 124 8.5 8.4 8.5

Allen 251 8.8 8.3 8.7
[11.5/3.5]

Mann (1968) 170 8.7 4.3 6.7

Minor 42 8.7 5.9 7.5

Leschi 134 9.1 4.4 7.1
[8.5/6.5]

Decatur (1974) 235 8.8 7.7 8.7

Maple Leaf 247 8.6 7.3 8.6
[14.5/0.5]

aThe year of closure (or threatened closure) is indicated in parentheses
following the closure school. The number of years preceding and
following closure are shown in brackets---as a fraction whose numerator
represents the number of years from 1960 to closure, and whose denomi-
nator represents the number of years from closure to 1974.

bThis is the total number of residential properties included in the
sample for each attendance area.

cThis is simply 100 times the total number of sales in the indicated
period divided by the product of the number of properties and the
number of years in the time period under consideration. The pre- and
post-closure periods are determined by the date of school closure, with
the sales for the year of closure distributed equally between the pre-
and post-closure periods.
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Table 4.07

Immediate Pre- and Post-Closure Sales Ratesa

School Area
b

Annual Sales per Hundred Properties c

Immediate
Pre-Closure

Immediate
Post-Closure

Interlake (1971) 7.9 8.4

Allen 8.4 8.3

Mann (1968) 8.2 5.2

Minor 6.1 7.5

Leschi 7.9 5.1

Decatur (1974) 6.7 7.7

Maple Leaf 7.2 7.3

a
Except for the case of Decatur-Maple Leaf, immediate pre-
and post-closure period refers to the 3.5 years before and
after the point of school closure. In the Decatur-Maple Leaf
case, the post-closure period was only .5 years. Total sales
for the year of closure were split evenly between the pre-
and post-closure periods.

b
The year of closure (or threatened closure) for each is
indicated in parentheses following the closure school.

c
Annual sales per thousand properties is computed here in
accordance with procedures used in Table 4.06.
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closure property turno,-er in the Mann area (using the immediate pre-

and post-closure time periods) again parallels the pattern of Leschi.

Hence, we find no indication of possible closure effects in this case.

2. Assessed Values of Land. The case for using assessed value of
land (measured on a dollar per square foot basis) as a measure of

property value change over time was detailed earlier in this section of

the report. It is based largely on a theoreticai argument that land
assessments reflect optimum use of property and are therefore indicative

of such neighborhood effects Ps school closure. Land values also

present fewer problems relating to adjustments for differences in age

or type of structure.

Before utilizing the land assessment data in a time series, it was
necessary to adjust for certain changes in assessment practice occurring
in 1970 and 1974. Up to 1970, property (both land and improvement
portions) was generally assessed at 25 percent of market value. For

1970 through 1973, the rate was 50 percent and since that time the
assessment rate has been 100 percent of market value. To adjust for
these changes in assessment practice, all assessments for years prior
to 1970 were multiplied by four and those from 1970 to 1973 were
multiplied by two. This gave a continuous record of land assessments
(or estimates) at approximately 100 percent of market value. This

record is presented in Attachment 4C.

While every property in the data file has an annual land assessment
value, it is evident in studying the data of Attachment 4C that
reassessments are recorded in specific areas of the City only in
selected years. Because there is no annual reassessment system for all
properties in the school district, it makes sense only to sum across
several pre- and post-closure years in comparing land assessments in
closure and control schools; hence, only long-range impacts have any
chance of detection using the assessment data.

This assessment data for the Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi
cases is presented in Table 4.08. Comparing the land values in the

three years before and after the school closure shows no apparent
impact from the closure decision. If there is some type of impact, it

is lost among the several other variables operating during this same
time period. By limiting the analysis only to residential properties
of the single-family type, there is some indication of a post-closure
relative decline in land values la the Interlake area; however, this
drop is of minimal size and cannot be used as an indicator of post-
closure deterioration.

A somewhat similar analysis was conducted using assessed values of

Hprovements rather than land. Here again no particular closure

impacts were identified. The unit of measure for these improvement
values was dollars per square foot of heated area and the summary by

school area is presented in Attachment 4C.
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Table 4.08

Average Land Assessments -- Pre- and Post-Closure Years

a
School Area

Land Value per Squar.t Foot
b

Immediate
Pre-Closure

Immediate
Post-Closure

Percent
Change

Interlake (1971) .72 1.10 +53

Allen .84 1.22 +45

Mann (1968) .41 .62 +51

Minor .36 .53 +47

Leschi .47 .72 +53

aThe year of closure is indicated in parentheses following
the school name.

b
These values are simply the average of land assessments
for the three year periods before and after closure.
Values for each of the years included here are presented
in Attachment 4C.

3. Saies Values. Sales prices on property transactions were
included as part of the basic data file. Using date of sale, the total
sale price, and total square feet of site, it was possible to convert
all sales data to a dollar per square foot measure and to compare sales
figures in one attendance area to those in another on a yearly basis.
Because of the limited number of sales in any given year, these data
are perhaps less reliable than the assessment information; however, one
can count on identifying yearly fluctuations. This of course makes it
possible to examine in a more detailed manner the immediate pre- and
post-closure impacts.

The mean sale price for residential properties in the Interlake-
Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi areas are plotted for recent years in
Figures 4.01 and 4.02 respectively. A data table showing annual sales
figures for the entire 1950-1974 period for all seven schools is found
in Attachment 4C. Similar data for individual census blocks and for
properties in the single- and multiple-family assessor zone categories are
available through the Bureau of School Service and Research, University
of Washington.
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In Figure 4.01, we note that property values have increased in
Interlake and Allen in both the pre- and post-closure periods.
Interlake's sales values (in dollars per square foot of land) repre-
sent 95 percent of the comparable figure in Allen in both 1966 and
1974. Hence, it is difficult to establish any long-term impact
relating to the school closure in Interlake. It is, however, true that
Interlake's sales values dropped both absolutely and in relation to
Allen in the year immediately following closure. This suggests a
possible short-term impact of the school closure decision.

We observe in Figure 4.02 a considerable fluctuation in sales
values for the Mann-Minor-Leschi group. This is partly due to the
lesser number of sales in any single year, but it is also indicative
of a more variable market in this area of the City. This fluctuating
pattern makes it extremely difficult to establish any case for closure
impact. The increase in Mann between the year before closure and the
year after closure (from $2.45 in 1967 to $3.48 in 1969) is the
largest for any of the three schools, thus providing no evidence of
short-term negative impact. The fluctuations in sales value for all
three areas in the early 1970's make any definite interpretation of
post-closure trends impossible.

4. Land Assessments and Distance from School. Previous comparisons
in the property domain suggest there has been only limited impact
associated with school closure and that occurred in relation to a some-
what higher property turnover rate in the Interlake area following school
closure. The study staff, on finding no particular impacts relating to
land assessed values in the several attendance areas, decided to examine
patterns of land value change according to distance from school. All
other things being equal, one might expect land values in the area
adjacent or closest to the school site to be higher than those at some
considerable distance from the school. Of more importance in this
assessment of school closure impacts (and particularly the testing of
Hypothesis #1 relating to post-closure deterioration in property condi-
tion and value) is the examination of partiollar trends in the patterns
of land cost at varying distances from t,e schcol facility. The
critical question here is to discover wLether, in the case of a school
closure, land costs drop more rapidly (or iucrez:se at a lesser rate) in
blocks closer to the site of a closed school.

In an effort to examine this relationship between distance and
property values, the BSSR staff assigned all sample properties in the
Interlake-Allen and Mann-Minor-Leschi school areas according to three
distance categories and then computed the average assessed values of
land in the years immediately before and after school cA.osure. The
three distance categories were as follows:

Category Distance from School

Adjacent 0 to 780 feet

Intermediate 781 to 1,570 feet

Distant 1,570+ feet
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The results of this investigation for the two school groups are presented
in Tables 4.09 and 4.10. In the case of Interlake-Allen, we note in
Table 4.09 no particular tendency for the area adjacent to the school
to increase at a lesser rate. It is interesting to observe that the
area most distant from the school is assessed at a higher rate in both
the pre- and post-closure periods; however, this is likely due to the
lesser commercial activity of the neighborhoods and the larger number
of view properties in these more distant areas. The variance in land
values among the three distance categories is much less in the Allen
area and the change b.tween pre- and post-closure periods in the three
areas is again quite similar. There is certainly no indication of post-
closure deterioration from this data relating land values to distance
from school location.

Table 4.09

Average Land Values by Distance from School -- Interlake-Allen

(expressed as dollars per square foot of land)

School/District Categories
a

Average Land Valuesb

Percent
ChangePre-Closure

1968-1970
Post-Closure
1972-1974

0
..%c

m
V.,

o
4,

4

Adjacent (42)

Intermediate (65)

Distant (24)

.65

.72

.88

.99

1.12

1.33

+52

+56

+51

=
,2..!

:,t-4

Adjacent (75)

Intermediate (98)

Distant (72)

.83

.85

.83

1.18

1.21

1.24

+42

+42

+49

aT
he three distance categories represent distance from school site

adjacent (0 to 780 ft.), intermediate (781 to 1570 ft.), and
distant (1570+ ft.). The number of properties in each category
i!-; indicated in parentheses.

b
Land values are adjusted to represent approximately 100 percent
of market value in both the pre- and post-closure periods.
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Table 4.10

Average Land Values by Distance from School -- Mann-Minor-Leschi

(expressed as dollars per square foot of land)

School/Distance Categories
a

Average Land Valuesb

Pre-Closure
1965-1967

Post-Closure
1969-1971

Percent
Change

=
g
x

Adjacent (18)

Intermediate (102)

Distant (5L)

.40

.41

.40

1.02

1.10

.95

+155

+168

+137

s..1

o
=
.ri

=

Adjacent (9)

Intermediate (25)

Distant (8)

.31

.37

.37

.76

.94

.86

+145

+154

+132

.r.1

.4
u0
oa

Adjacent (60)

Intermediate (42)

Distant (32)

.45

.46

.49

1.15

1.20

1.28

+156

+161

+161

aThe three distance categories represent distance from school site
and are adjacent (0 to 780 ft.), intermediate (781 to 1570 ft.),
and distant (1570+ ft.). The number of properties in each category
is indicated in parentheses.

b
Land vall:es are adjusted to represent approximately 100 percent
of market value in both the pre- and post-closure pariods.

Relative post-closure deterioration in areas adjacent to the school
site is also difficult to prove in the case of Mann. We note in Table
4.10 that property assessments in the area adjacent to Mann increased
at a slightly lower rate than the intermediate grouping; however, the
increase in assessments in the area most distant from the school site
was the least for the three distance categories being examined. A
similar pattern existed in the case of Minor and there was virtually no
difference in the percent of increase in the three distance groupings
in Leschi. The most distant category in the Leschi attendance area is
assessed at a slightly higher rate, presumably because of the better
views associated with lots in this category.
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Summary of Property Impacts---In the three cases of property turn-

over rates, land assessed values, and sales values, only limited closure

impact has been discovered. A modest absolute and relative increase in

property turnover rate was observed following closure at Interlake (Table

4.07). There is also a slight and immediate post-closure deterioration in

Interlake indicated by a drop in sales values per square foot of land

(Figure 4.01); however, this is a short-term impact and does not carry

beyond the first year after closure. No particular trends in property turn-

over and value were identified either before or after closure (or threatened

closure) in the Mann and Decatur areas, the other two closure schools for

which a detailed property file was created. Hence, we conclude that no pre-

closure and only limited post-closure impacts have been identified in the

detailed study of the property files and this identified impact is primarily

in the area of property turnover rates.

The failure to identify definite and sizable closure impacts in

relation to property values is not necessarily an indication that such

impacts were not present. It may simply mean that the impacts were of small

import relative to the other factors operating in the residential sales

market. It is also quite possible that the greatest impact of school closure

on property is the composition of the potential buyer group (a shift from

persons with children to those without), an impact which may not show up in

the market value of housing. There was, of course, some indication of this

possibility of shifting buyer group in the population and enrollment analyses

the previous chapters. We conclude this examination of property charac-

Leri.itics and values by simply observing that those property impacts identi-

fied in this particular study have been of minimal size and of a relatively

,hort-term nature.

176



Chapter 5

CRIME AND FIRE RATES IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS

Some persoL., have hypothesized a direct relationship between school

closure and the incidence of cl.imes and fires. To some, this relationship

is essentially Hypothesis #2 (as stated earlier in this report); namely,

that increased crime and fire rates in a given area are part of a process of

generally deteriorating neighborhood conditions leading to out-migration

and eventual school closure. An alternative hypothesis (Hypothesis #1 as

stated earlier) suggests that crime and fire rates in a neighborhood are likely

to increase due to school closure. In this particular chapter, the BSSR

staff examines the general relationship between school closure and the

incidence of selected types of crimes and fires. This examination is

exploratory in nature and focuses upon specific schools recently closed (or

threaten with closure) in the Seattle School District.

Incidence of Crime in Seattle School Neighborhoods

In considering the relatiJnship of crime to school closure, two

indicators of crime are used. These indicators are part one offenses and

crimes against property. Part one offenses as listed in the Seattle Police

Lepartment Annual Reports include eight major felonies: murder and negli-

nt ninslaughter, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny,

auto theft, and non-aggravated assault. Crimes against property include

'ilree of these part one offenses: burglary, larceny, and auto theft.

150
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Crimes against property are of particular interest in studying the reiatit-

ship between crime and school closure, as these offenses are nore likcy 1.6

occur in the neighborhood than are the so-called crimes against persons

which comprise the remainder of part one offenses.

It should ,e stressed that occurrence of offenses rather than tht

number of arrests or convictions is the variable of interest in this stur

This focus on the number of reported offenses gives a better picture of

criminal activity in a given neighborhood than A -,:est or conviction

reports. This is because many criminals, part: .y those who commit

property offenses, are not even identified, let alone arrested or convicted.

Using the number of arrests or convictions would therefore grossly under-

estimate the extent of criminal activity and would also be more subject to

variati_ins in judicial practice across the school district.

The crime data for 1960-1974 came from Seattle Police Department

Annual Reports. These data are presented by census tract for each of the

indicated years. Computer printouts from the Seattle Law and ..istice

Planning Office were consulted for tile 1975 data but only in the case of

Decatur-Mapie ,eaf. Because the threatened closure at Decatur did not

occur until 1974, the 1975 data was required as a basis for examining the

post-closure patterns of crime in that particular neighborhood. The compara-

bility of crime information over this 15-year period is generally gc3d.

There have been changes in the definition of assault and larceny; however,

these changes were relat:vely minor and should not create interpretive

problems in this study which concentrates on property crimes.

Before examining crime rates by school attendance area, 't was first

necessary to allocate the crimes by census tract to the eleven school areas

i:)vo1ved in this, particular study. The allocations indicated in Attachmel.'
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5A were used ior this purpose. Two census tracts in the Concord area which

are outside the Seattle City limits were -ot included in the analysis.

This is due to the fact that part one offenses were not available for these

two census tracts. Because these two tracts represent a very small pprt of

the total Concord attendance area, the omission has a minimal effect on the

results. A more-detailed description of this allocation procedure is

provided in Attachment 5A, and data tables showing the precise allocations

are available at the Bureau of School Service and Research, Uni, sity of

Washington.

The overall pattern of crime in the years just prior to and following

the school closures under study is perhaps best described in Figure 5.01.

This figure shows the differences between City and school neighborhood

property crimes in the two years before and after closure for three groups

of closure-control schoolsInt, slake-A'len, Georgetown-Concord, and Mann-

Minor-Leschi. (The specific procedures used to allocate crime to the

several attendance areas are explained in Attachment 5A.) Nc'ice that all

schools except Interlake and Allen have higher property crime rates (measured

here as crimes per thousand population) tn the City both before and after

the event of closure. The rime rate rela:.ive to the City as a whole drops

tne year following closure in two of the three schools. Onlyin the case

of Mann does the crime rate (relative to the City) in the year following

..lo,olre increase. Even in this case, it is interesting to note that the

Increase is even greater in Minor, one of the control schools for Mann. The

._tual numerical differences in City and school neighborhood crime rates

are p:esented in the first table of Attachment 5B. Also included in this

acachment are data tables showing part one and property crime rates in

ea, of the school neighborhoods examined in this study.
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FIGURE 5.01
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In Figure 5.02, we see a plot of part one and property crime rates

for 1960-74 in the City of Seattle. Notice that part one and property

crime rates follow a similar pattern throughout the 15-year period. The

sharp increase in crime during the 1967-69 period was a nationwide phenome:

;uld serves as an appropriate caution in interpreting changes ir, individual

school neighborhoods during tin., same time period. It is best to examine

crime 'rate changes in each of the closu neighborhoods along with changes

in the control area(s) and the City-wide average, thereby assuring consider-

ation of broader societal movements in any interpretations which might be

made.

With this n mind, the crime rates for closure and control neighbor-

loods have been plo.t.ed an the same figures. These plots (contained in

Figures 5.03 - 5.08) include property crimes only; however, the basic data

on ban part one and property crimes is presented in Attachment 5B. Because

che patterns for both property crime and total part one offenses are so

in all areas under study, it is sufficient to exarne just the

T.roperty offenses as a basis for this analysis. The following are conclusions

drami from the r-everal plots of property crime rates:

InterlakL-Allen (Figure 5.03, p. 161)

Interlake ba closed in 1971 and experienced a drop in crime during
each of the fi?s two years following closure. This drop occurred both

in absolute terliv, arri in relation to both Allen and the City-wide

av,rage. The property crime rate in tile Interlake area increased again
in 1974, thus making the relative rates of property crime in Interlke
and Allen much the same as they %..ere at the time of closure in 1971.

Decatur-Maple Leaf (Figure 3.04, p. 1C7)

Over the past ten years, crime rates the Decatur area have been
1it1y lower than those in the Maple Lea, community and much lower

rhan those in the City as a whole. Following threatened closure in
June 1974, there occurred a slight drop in ^rime in the Decatur area.
Crime rates in the City wr,e practically the same in 1975 as they were
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in 1974. From these data, it is difficult to suggest the existence of
any relatilnship between threatened closure and crime rates.

Mann-Minor-Leschi (Figure 5.05, p. 163)

Mann closed in 1968 and crime in this area peaked in the year
following closure as it also did in Minor and Leschi and City-wide.
Crime rates in 4ann and Minor follow similar fluctuating patterns of
c,lme in the years following closure, whereas the trend in Leschi is

one of steady decline. All three areas were greatly affected by the
social unrest which characterized the late 1960's The steady decline
of crime in the Leschi area indicates that the area may be returning
to a "benign state," whereas the fluctuating rates in the Mann and
Minor areas lead one to conclude that these neighborhoods continue to
exhibit some level of social unrest.

Georgetown :'oncord (Figure 5.06, p. 164)

Georgetown closed in 1971 and the community experienced a decline
in crime in the year following closure. Actually, this dramatic
decline started in 1969 when crime rates peaked both in the Georgetown
area and City-wide. Crime in the Concord area follows an alttgether
different pattern 1,1th rates peaking in 1972 and dropping gradually
after that time. The drop in crime rate in the years immediately
before closure and the modei increase following closure are charac-
teristic of City-wide patterns; hence, any direct tie of these trends
to the event of closure is r,-oblematic.

Sulmit and Maple (Figures 5.07 and 5.08, pp. 165-166)

I1/41,..-_,ther Summit nor Maple has any control area and are therefore

compar-1. only with City-wide averages. The pattern of crime in Summit
is qui.! erratic and is quite high throughout the 1960-69 period. The

sharp increase in 1967 (two yearc after closure) is difficult to
interpret, but there is certainly no indication of a relationsnip to
the decision of closure. The pattern of crime in the Ma:le area sias
much less variability than that in the Summit area and parallels the
City-wide crime piLture. There is no particular shift relative to
City-wide averages ejtr before or immediately after the 1971 closure
of Old Maple.

Bwzed upon the closure cases examined here, it is extremely difficult

to -ind support for echer of the two hypotheses. No consistent patterr of

increased crime is observed -ither before or after the event of cloure.

The one case where there seemed to be some possible relationship between
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closure and crime rate was Georgetown. Even here, however, there was a

consistent drop in crime rate relative to Concord both before and following

the closure decision. It is almost as if a decline ist the supply of resi-

dences reduced the opportunity for crime beginning in 1969. Since the part

one offense pattern shows exactly th same pattern of decline beginning in

1969, it is more likely just an accentuated City and national pattern

operatirg in the George,)wn are-,

Residential Fires in School Neighborhoods

In this section of the report, we examine the relationship between

residential fires and the closure of selected Seattle elementary schools.

Residential fires as used here in lude all known fires in apartments,

dormitories, single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings, hotels, motels,

hoarding houses, trailers, and other structures such as garages. These data

on residential fires by census tract were collected from the Seattle Fire

repartment for the years 1966-74. As with the crime data, occurrence

figures are available for all census tracts except the two tract 'n the

Concord area outside the City limits. These census tract figures on resi-

dential fires were allocated to the several school districts ia a manner

described in Attachment SA and fire rates (number of residential fires per

thousand occupied households) were then computed for each of the attendance

lreas. These f:re rates for the City and the eleven school attendance areas

ar -esented in Attachment SC. The residential fire rates are plotted for

yen schools in Figures 5.09 - 5.14. In examining Figure 5.09 (p. 168)

Je chta table of Attachment SC, wo observe that the City-wide fire rate

fluctuaies very little throughout the 1966-74 period, from a high of 6.92

fires per thousand occupied households in 1968 to a low of 5.93 fires per
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thousand occupied households in 1970. This same limited fluctuation is

observed in br the Interlake-Allen and Decatur-Maple Leaf situations.

(See Figure 5.09 and 5.10, pp. 168-169.) In neither case is there a consistent

pattern of change before the school closure. The Interlake area did

experience a slight increase the year following the school closure; however,

the ra declined sharply thereafter, ending up with a lesser fire rate

than Allen in 1974.

The fire rates in Mann and Leschi fluctuate together throughout the

1966-73 period. (See Figure 5.11, p. 170.) The fire rates in the Minor

area fluctuate less than in Mann or Leschi but seem to hold the same overall

pattern, witn the highest rates observed in all thrc. ',chools in 1969. This

parallels the higher crime rates of that same year and can be assumed to be

related to thc general unrest in the Central Area during the late 1960's.

While the fire rates in Mann are higher than for either Minor, Leschi, or

the City average throughout the period (running at 2-3 times the City

average), there is certainly no indication based on rates relative to Minn,-

or Leschi that the school closure decision was either affected by or had an

effect on the incidence of fires.

While the Georgetown fire rates fluctuated widely thr -..ighout the

time

196o

rate

with

period, the fire rates in neorgetown and Concord were almost identical in

and 1974. (See Figure 5.12, p. 171.) The fact that Georgetown had a fire

of 9.1;0 fires par thousand occupied households in 1974 as contrasted

12.21 fires per thousand occupied nouseholds in 1971 !the year of

cAosure) indicates a general decline in fire incidc..ce since closure. It

could also be an indication of reduced population movement through a

c.ilerally industrial area.
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School Closure and the Incidence of Crimes/Fires

Based upon the data presented in this chapter, there is clearly no

relationship between school closure and the incidence of crimes or fires.

in none of the closure-control cases studied here was there any systematic

ipport for either Hypothesis #1 (closure leads to rapid increase in

crimes/fires) or Hypothesis #2 (closure results from a prior increase in

crime/fire rates). With respect to fires, the limited fluctuation made it

difficult to find any reltionship whatsoever to school closure. In the

case of crime, there was considerable fluctuation, particularly in the

Georgetown and Mann cases, but no discernible relationship to the events

of school closure.
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CRIME RATE PLOTS FOR SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS

Interlake-Allen
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Property Crime Rates in Georgetown-Concord
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FIGURE 5.07

Property Crime Rates in Summit
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FIGURE 5,08
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FIRE RATE PLOTS FOR SCHOOL NEIGHBORHOODS
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Fire Rates in Decatur-Maple Leaf
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FIGURE 5.12

Fire Rates in Georgetown-Concord
1966-1974
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FIGURE 5.13

Fire Rates in Summit

1966-1970
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Chapter 6

PUBLIC SUPPORT IN SCHOOL ELECTIONS

Just as variables such as population and enrollment, property values,

and crime/fire rates have been examined in the light of the two hypotheses

which guide this study, it is possible in a very limited way to consider

the relationship between school support by citizens and school closure. One

explanation (Hypothesis #1) posits that school support (indicated here by

levy election results) in a given neighborhood declines as a result of

closure, whereas an alternative hypothesis (Hypothesis #2) states that the

decline in levy election support in a given area is the result of prior

deteriorating neighborhood conditions which lead to out-migration and even-

tual school closure. In this chapter, the relationship between citizen

support and school closure is examined by the BSSR staff. Being exploratory

in nature, this examination focuses upon the specific schools recently

closed (cr threatened with closure) in the Seattle School District.

Method of Analysis

The measure of school support used in this analysis is citizen voting

behavior on school levies; a "yes" vote is indicative of support and a "no"

vote is indicative of non-support. Specifically, we will focus on the

number of "yes" votes cast in the levy as a percentage of the total number

DE votes cast in the levy. An alternative indicator, which has not been

examined in this study, is the number of "yes" votes cast in the levy as a

174
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percentage of the total number of individuals who are registered to vote

at the time of the election. Since voter turnover is relatively low in

all school areas, such a measure, while interesting, would tend to obscure

differences in levels of voter support among school attendance areas. For

thi!, reason, this particular measure has not been used here as an indica-

tion of school support.

For purposes of the analysis, levy election printouts for the years

1966-75 were first obtained from the Seattle School District. Results for

all but one of the elections held in this time period were contained in

these printouts. Results for the missing November 1969 election were secured

from the King County Elections Office. Printouts acquired from the School

District list percentage "yes" votes by legislative district precinct. In

addition, results are given by the school area in which the precincts were

located. Prior to 1971, the precincts were often aggregated making it

difficult in some cases to identify in a precise way the "yes" vote by

, Lool attendance area. Since 1971, all precincts overlapping with school

.Lttendance boundaries have been coded separately, thereby making the school

\,Jring pattern easier to establish.

Because of periodic legislative redistricting during the 1966-75

period, precinct boundaries have changed slightly over time. This presente:!

;J problem in the analysis of levy results. In order to obtain comparable

1:,cographic units, it has been necessary to fit precincts (or aggregates of

precincts) to school attendance areas. This "fitting" process was accomp-

!!:,hed by drawing precinct boundary lines on school attendance area maps

the aid of census block maps and detailed legislative district maps

ohrained from the King County Elections Office. Map 6.01 shows the relation-

h)p oF precinct to school attendance area boundaries in the Concord area

215
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MAP 6.0 1

PRECINCT OVERLAP WITH

CONCORD ATTENDANCE AREA, 1973*

Precinct Boundary

School Attendance Boundary

*The
precinct boundaries as shown here are for the 1973 elections. Minor changes

in these boundaries occured between 1968 and 1973; however these changes should
not significantly alter the results as Hlustrated in Figure 6.0 5 .
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for 1973. Maps for the other eight schools are on file at the Bureau of

School Service and Research, University of Washington.

A somewhat less critical problem has to do with tracking precincts

over time in the closure school areas. Obviously, despite school closure,

citizens in closure communities continue to vote on the levy. However,

for reporting purposes, precincts in closure areas are generally aggregated

with precincts in the attendance area which assumes the closure area as

part of its new boundaries. In several cases it is not possible to disaggre-

gate precincts which were once part of the closure

which are reported with the closure precincts.

Following this map construction process, precincts were allocated

to the appropriate school attendance areas. An attempt was made to include

only those precincts which fell 75 percent or more within the designated

school attendance area. Due to aggregation of precincts for reporting

purposes and to precinct boundary changes, it was not always possible to

follow this general guideline. Problems involved in this allocation

process are discussed in Attachment 6A. In order to circumvent

the dual problems of aggregation and boundary changes and to gain some

insight regarding voter support at varying distances from the school location,

one part of the analysis compared voter trends in precincts close to the

school with those existing in the total attendance area. A brief discussion

of the process used to select these precincts is included in Attachment 6B.

area from other precincts

School Levy Results in Closure and Control Schools

The pattern of support in the City of Seattle for the years 1966-75

is shown in Figure 6.01. Examination of this chart reveals a general

up-down or "saw-tooth" pattern; this is due to the sequencing of first
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nd second levY elections. This cycle of passing and failing is particu/ar

evident in the Years 1968-72 when every first levy attempt failed and each

second attempt Passed by the necessary 60 percent.

This same pattern exists for the most part in individual school

attendance areas (Figures 6.02-6.05), although levels of support are higher

in some areas than in others. The following are conclusions drawn from the

several plots of levy results.

Interlake-Allen (Figure 6.02, p. 183)

In the Interlake-Allen case, Interlake voters exhibit a consistently
higher level of support than do Allen voters, but overall a similar
pattern of support appears in both school areas. In the election held
closest to the time of closure (the election of May 1971), a higher
level of support exists in the Interlake area, but we observe in the
two school areas an approximately equal percent increase over the
previous levy attempt in March 1971.

Decatur-Maple Leaf (Figure 6.03, p. 184)

In the case of Decatur-Maple Leaf, similar levels of support occur
throughout the 1968-75 period. In the election held just before the
time of threatened closure (the election of February 1974), levels of
support rose sharply in both school areas as compared to a slight rise
in the City -wide level of support. No relative change in the Decatur
and Maple Leaf voting pattern was observed in the first election follow-
ing the threatened closure (the election of February 1975).

Mann-Minor-Leschi (Figure 6.04, p. 185)

In the Central Area, Mann and. Leschi 3c.monstrate high levels of
voter support as well as similar overall patterns. The level of support
in the Minor area (the second control school) is lower than the support
levels found in either Mann or Leschi, yet the pattern
develop through time in the three areas are not disst-aila:'.

support that
In the

election held closest to the time of closure (the election of November
1968), all three schools exhibit levels of support greater than the City-
wide level, although support levels increased in the Minor area and
slightly de creased in the Mann and Leschi areas in that election of
November 1968.

Georgetown-Concord (Figure 6.05, p. 186)

In the Georgetown and Concord areas, levels of support are low
compared to the City norm. Patterns of support in the two areas do not
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show the same degree of similarity as in the other closure-control
situations. In the election held closest to the time of closure
(the election of March 1971), both Georgetown and Concord voters
failed to muster the re4uired 60 percent level of support. To con-

clude, both Georgetown and Concord exhibit low levels of school
support, although patterns of support differ from one election to
the next. There is ac relative loss in support within the Georgetown
area following school closure.

In addition to examining school support with respect to the total

attendance area of each school, the BSSR staff examined school support in

those precincts close to the school. It appears that levels of support

in areas close to the school are not dissimilar from levels of support in

the total attendance areas in any of the closure schools. These differences

between support levels in the total attendance area and areas close to the

school (which are included in Attachment 6C) are for the most part less

than five percent. Differences greater than five percent do occur in the

Concord attendance area. In the Allen attendance area, precincts close to

the school consistently demonstrate higher levels of support than does the

total attendance area, although differences are small. It would seem that

lel:Js of support are much the same throughout the school attendance areas

cocred in this study and this seems even more true in the case of the

closure schools.

School Support and School Closure

In conclusion, little can be said about the relationship between

noul support and school closure, as patterns of support in control and

!sure neighborhoods do not differ to a great extent. It is also the case

closeness to the school is not related (in any systematic way) to the

:01s uf school support before and after closure decisions. In short, no

,11.port can be found for either Hypothesis #1 or Hypothesis #2.

2 2
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The factor which seems to account for the general saw-tooth pattern

of levy support is the "gearing-up" process which occurs as a result of

first-levy failure; that is, from November 1966 until the double levy

Failure of 1975, voters, after havinvfailed to pass a levy, attempted to

increase their numbers (note that the March 1971 levy failed due to insuf-

ficient voter turnout) and level of support in order to avoid the consequences

of a double levy failure.
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FIGURE 6.03

Level of School Support in Georgetown-Concord
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Chapter 7

THE IMPACT OF SCHOOL CLOSURE IN SEATTLE

In previous chapters of this report, the BSSR study team has summar-

ized data from a wide variety of sources with the intent of assessing any

possible impacts associated with the closure of public elementary schools

in the Seattle District. The variables examined in these assessments of

closure impact included population and socioeconomic characteristics, school

enrollments, property values, crime/fire rates, and school levy voting

patterns. Two hypotheses were used as a basis of exploring these possible

impacts:

Hypothesis #1: To the extent that the school is a major component
of community identity, its closure will lead to
rapid changes in overall community structure.

Hypothesis #2: School closure is the expected result of prior
changes in community structure, including the
processes of urban growth and succession.

The intent here is not to review the detailed findings reported in

the previous chapters, but rather to highlight the application of the two

hypotheses in the several closure school settings involved in this particular

;tudy and to suggest some useful areas for further study. These summary

comments on application of the two hypotheses will be limited to the four

closure schools receiving greatest attention in this study, namely,

:nl_erlake, Mann, Georgetown and Decatur. (The Summit and Maple Schools were

.jVir lesser attention in the analysis.)

187
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Closure Impacts in Interlake, Mann, Georgetown and Decatur

Based on the information sources used in this study, there is

absolutely no evidence of rapid pre-closure deterioration in the Interlake

attendance area. There is some evidence in the Interlake area of families

with children being

following closure.

period and does not

attended the school

replaced by families without children in the years

This shift apparently takes place over a 3-4 year

seem to be caused by any sudden exit of families who

prior to closure. Evidence in the Interlake area also

suggests an increased property turnover rate and a single year drop in

property values following closure. None of these indications of deteriora-

tion in the Interlake area is judged substantial in size and they must be

viewed as indicating a modest post-closure impact in the Interlake area, at

least as it compares to the control area surrounding Allen.

In most respects, the Mann area did not decline relative to Minor

or Leschi in either the pre- or post-closure

school enrollment and property variables was

periods. The data base for

particularly weak for the Mann

area and the interaction effects with other developments (e.g. mandatory

and voluntary transfer programs, community identification efforts) make

the identification of any school closure impacts virtually impossible.

Based on the data examined in relation to this study, we find no consistent

support for either the pre- or post-closure deterioration hypotheses.

Long-term population decline and out-migration of families, despite

the presence of schools, appears to have necessitated the closure of

georgetown School. The Georgetown School enrollment declined from 248 to

161 in the three years immediately preceding the closure in 1971. An

encroaching industrial growth in the area was simply not compatible with
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maintenance of any stable residential base or communit Y. Of all the scho!.

studied in this report, Georgetown provides the most suPPort for the pre-

closure decline implied in Hypothesis #2. Despite the post-closure community

sentiment exhibited in the Georgetown area, the Georgetown School is

probably best viewed as a casuaity of the inevitable process of urban change,

The case of threatened closure in the Decatur area was added to the

study due to the inability to find an appropriate control school for Summit.

Because the threatened closure occurred in 1974, only limited post-closure

impacts (primarily relating to school enrollments, crime rates, and school

levy elections) could be examined in the case of Decatur. Despite this data

limitation in the post-closure (or threatened closure) Period, it seems

reasonable to conclude that there is absolutely no evidence of either pre-

or post-closure deterioration in the Decatur situation. Since the data base

for Decatur was more recent (and hence reliable) any existing deterioration,

at least of the Pre-closure type, should have been identified through at

least one of the data sources utilized in this study.

Need for Further Investigation

For reasons of weakness in certain of the data sources (as mentioned

earlier in this report), it is unlikely that any different picture of closure

cmpact will result from continued examination of the school closures covered

this study. The public survey on attitudes toward closure currently in

:)rogress (as part of the Schools and Neighborhoods Project) may yield

idditional attitudinal comparisons of those residing in the closure school

Lyi:, before and after closure, but it is unlikely that an Y further look at

Lh,:. data sources used here will reveal anything new about the impact of past

.-losures in the Seattle District. A more promising area of

234
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is the examination of school closure impacts in similar urban communities

across the United States. In reality, each of the closures represented in

this study exhibited a unique set of circumstances and generalizing across

the several situations was impossible. One simply cannot compare the

closure of Interlake (in a predominantly residential area in the North part

of the City) or Mann (in a predominantly residential segment of Central

Seattle) with a closure in the Georgetown community (an area being faced

with rapid industrial and commercial growth even before closure). Only as

we document the impact pattern in several school rlighborhoods of a particular

type are we likely to reach any generalizable conclusions about the phenomenon

of closure.

In pursuing this additional study, it is well to focus on schools

with a reasonably extensive and reliable data base in the time period both

before and after closure. This data base should permit analysis according

to small geographical units, thereby making possible an assessment of impact

in relation to distance from school site. Only as we accumulate numerous

impact assessments based upon reasonably reliable data sources can we

hope to formulate generalizable statements regarding the phenomenon of school

closure in our urban communities.
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Attachment lA

DATA SOURCES FOR ASSESSING COMMUNITY ATTITUDES TOWARD CLOSURE

(Including Community Leader Interview Guide)
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In order to reconstitute the relevant communities att
itudes and

actions with respect to specific school closures, a number of different

data sources were utilized. No one source alone would provide

by outsiders (e.g. newspapers), some are b

a verY

accurate picture of the communities' situations, as some involve reporting

on 2e _ronpiased toward

another (e.g. community papers, School Board press releases), and suffer

from the problem of selective recall (e.g. after-thfacte- interviews). By

combining each form of school closure information, a more complete icture

can be painted.

Clippings files of newspapers are seleotivel Y saved at a nUMbar Of

locations in Seattle. Each filing system has 10 Own biases with respect

to the kinds of information saved. Therefore, three asdfferent newspaper

files were consulted: (1) City of Seattle Municipal Library; (2) Pacific

Northwest Collection of the University of Washington's Suz yallo LibrarY;

and (3) Media Section, Department of District Relations, Seattle school

District. Of the three sources, the last was far the most comprehensive,

Post-including complete files from both The Seattle Times and the

Intelligencer for the 1965 through 1974 period, plus more selective files

from a wide range of community newspapers,
.
The community newspapers fr0171

which articles were gleaned from these files and the elementarY school

attendance areas which they serVe are listed below:

Capitol Hill Times -- Summit, Mann, Miner, Leschi
Seattle Sun -- Summit, Mann, Minor, LesChi
The Medium -- Mann, Minor,'Leschi, Georgetow0, Concord,
South Park News -- Concord
White Center News -- Concord
Beacon Hill News -- Concord, Georgetown, maple
University District Herald --./nterlake
Seattle Outloor7=YRWrike, Allen
Ballard News=Tribune -- Allen
Lake City/Wedgewood star -- Decatur, Maple

If4:le LeafNorthgate/North Seattle JourpAJ -- Decatur,

238

Maple



1A-2

Frequuncy of clipping availability from each of the above papers varied

widely. None gave a very complete picture of the situation in any single

neighborhood.

Clippings files.in Seattle's Municipal Library varied widely by

neighborhood and were extremely comprehensive for some areas, especially

Interlake, and contained virtually nothing on others (e.g. Mann, Maple).

Because these clippings were organized both by neighborhood (district)

and substantive heading (schools), additional information about the

neighborhoods in question was also'easily accessible. Coverage also

included major city-ride dailies and weeklies, and local or neighborhood-

specific papers. The Pacific Northwest Collection's files were organized

topically only, with coverage extremely variable over time. However,

this source (including clippings back into the 1920's 'and 30's and addi-

tional pamphlets and fliers relating to schools) was particularly useful

for its historic perspective.

The News Digest and Press Releases Issued files of the Media Section

Department of District Relations, Seattle School District, were also

consulted to verify dates of School District decisions and policies and

to derive accurate information concerning the District's perspective on

school issues. Minutes of all Seattle School Board meetings from 1964

through 1974, prepared by the School Board Secretary following each regular

and special session, were also reviewed. TheSe redOrds proved to be some-

what less useful than originally anticipated, as discussions of school

closures were often recorded in rather inconspicbous places. For example,

first discussion of the Summit closure was-fOund under the heading "School

Sprinkler Programs."
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Another secondary data source, correspondence received by members

of the Seattle School Board, provided a great deal of information about

community and individual reactions to their decisions for some of the

closures, but little information for others. Correspondence received

prior to 1970 has apparently been disposed of permanently. Letters received

since 1970 were found unsorted in large boxes marked with the year, and, in

a few cases, month of receipt. It was assumed that all correspondence,

regardless of its geographic origin, was saved, although there is no way

of verifying this assumption.

Several forms of primary data were also collected to help define

community reactions to the various school closures. Structured interviews

were conducted with selected persons who were identified through newspaper

clippings and interpersonal information as being active in a school closure

issue either by choice or position. Significantly, no individual..

identified in either the Summit or Maple closures. A number of the people

contacted did not recall the closure situation in which they were presumably

involved vividly enough to give what they or the interviewer considered

accurate responses to the questions. A copy of the survey instrument follows

this explanation of data sources.

Information interviews were conducted with local shopkeepers, real

estate agents, and other local residents in the study neighborhoods. Inter-

views were conducted only with those individuals whose residences or

businesses were located within three blocks of the school buildings.

Questions asked and tactics for taining information varied considerably;

notations were made only of selective parts of each conversation. Many of

these conversations arose from questions directed at the researcher while

observing and recording activities occurring in and around each school
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Except. in the- case3 of Decatur- and,: Mapte, Leaf; each school; was.,

(L- a. minimum of five. times , all. dtzring good; weather- (i.e..., no. rain,

temperatures,,, or- blustering, winds),- but varied. according. to day

wOlc andl tine, of: day,: Decatur an& Maple_ Leaf were omitted.. from

rt of the. study,- heo.ause of the. lath of a true.: closure/ situation..
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Interviewee Neighborhood
Interviewer Date

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT STUDY: COMMUNITY LEADER INTERVIEWS

I. General Information

Name of group

hat is the purpose of your group?

When was it formedt

What generated the interest in forming a group?

What general types of activities does the group and its members

participate in?

How large is the group?

total membership?

active membership? definition of "active"?

What kind of people make up your group?

Do they live in one particular area? If so, where?

Does the iroup itself have a definite "service area"?

Do you have any records that might help us substantiate the membership

of your group? attendance records?

newspaper clippings?

minutes from meetings?

How long have ya been involved as a member of this group?

Are there particular issues you've been most active in?

If so, what are they?

yrs.

Do you feel your group's activities with respect to these issues

has made any difference? How so?
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, 1A-6

II. Neighborhood Characteristics

As an active resident of the neighborhood, how much do

you think the neighborhood has changed in the past 10 years?

(e.g. a lot, little)

What kind of.changes.have occurred that.youive noticed?

Do you-think that the neighborhood is getting better or worse as a

place to live as a result of-these changes?

III. School Closure

The

was closed in

event.

school, located at

. The following,questions relate to that

When was the school closure first made known to the community and how?

Can you recall the school closure issue?

Were you personally involved?

If so, how? (e.g. as a member of a group? family disruption?)

. .

Was this group ( ) involved?

If so, how? ,

Can you think of any other individuals or groups who were actively

involved in the school closure issue?. -.

Who or what?

When the

residents react?

school was closed, how did the neighborhood

About how many (or what percentage ) ofthe residents do you th

reacted this way?

What kinds of:thingsdid-people do or say to'show their react:
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1A-7

Has the neighborhood as a whole changed much since the school closed?

How?

Has this change been localized around the school or spread throughout

the neighborhood?

Do you think these changes have improved the neighborhood?

Do you remember what the school's reputation was before it was closed?

Do you think it was better or worse than most other

schools in the city? Do you think that new

residents were attracted to the area because of the school?

Was the school used for other activities besides regular "schooling"

before it was closed? What specific activities do you

know of that took place there?

Where do these activities take place now that the school is closed?

Do you know of any activities or groups that had to cease because of

the school's closure?

Have you noticed any changes in children's behaviors which might be

attributable to closing the school?

To what extent have these changes affected neighborhood children?

Do you think they have been good or bad for the children?

Why?

Are there any other ccmments you'd like to make about the closure of

school or other schools in Seattle?

(Use space below for any additional comments.)
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Attachment 2A

ALLOCATION OF CENSUS TRACTS TO SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS
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2k-1

Allocation or Weighting of Census Tracts to School Attendance Areas

(Based upon Block Statistics in 1970 U.S. Census)

School Attendance
Area

Census
T ract

Proportion of
Census Tract

in School Areaa

Proportion of School
Area Represented
by Census Tractu

Interlake ' 50 .63 .30
51 .66 .43
54 .44 .27

Allen 28 .30 .23
29 .10 .08
34 .28 .16
35 .79 .53

Decatur 22 .19 .35

24 .65 .65

Maple Leaf 10 .90 .33
21 .24 .21

22 .35 .46

Georgetown
c

93 .03(.17) .02(.13)
109 .98(.98) .98(.87)

Concord 112 1.00 .69
263 .18 .08
264 .21 .23

Mann 79 .08 .06

87 .58 .45

88 .53 .49

Minor 75 .11 .09

76 .25 .13

79 .92 .51

86 .30 .15

87 .22 .12

Leschi 78 .15 .19

87 .08 .05

88 .31 .25
89 .50 .51
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2A-2

Allocation or Weighting of Census Tracts to Schodl Attendance Areas

(Continued)

School Attendance
Area

Census
Tract

Proportion of
Census Tract

a
in School Area

Proportion of School
Area Representeg
by Census Tract

Summit 73 .48 .04
74 .40 .17
81 .96 .10
82 1.00 .13
83 1.00 .20
84 1.00 .15
85 .76 .13
86 .40 .07

Maple 93 .11 .04
100 .07 .12

, 104 .49 .76
110 .08 .08

aUsed in allocating population, housing numbers, etc. to school
attendance areas.

b
Used to establish weighting for median income, vacancy rates, etc. in
school attendance areas.

c
The figures in parentheses were used in relation to 1960 data only.
The adjustment was made to compensate for the large number of demolition:
occurring in the Georgetown segment of Census Tract 93 during the
1960-69 period.
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DETAILED DATA TABLES FOR CLOSURE AND CONTROL SCHOOLS
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2B-1

Notes on Data Tables

Population---The 1974 data are based on estimates for July 1, 1974
from the City of Seattle, Office of Policy Planning, and include population
living in group quarters.

Age---The 1974 estimates for all age groupings are taken from
Cole's Seattle Householder Directory. The percent over 65 for 1974 is actually
the percent retired and is approximately twice the percent likely to be over
65 years of age. Because of this difference in categorization between the
U. S. Census, Polk Profile documents, and Cole's Seattle Householder Directory,
any comparisons using this over-65 age group are suspect.

Households---The 1974 estimates are from Polk Profiles. The one-
person households appear to be underestimated for 1974. This is due to
differences in the intensity of follow-up in the two data collection efforts.
The median income figure used for 1974 is not strictly comparable to those
for 1960 and 1970; it tends to underestimate income in wealthier areas and
overestimate income in poorer areas. The number of female heads of families
is actually the number of such female heads with children under 18 years of
age.

MatilitiL_2Tjalymil.---The percent in the same house for 1974 is
taken frem the Polk Profiles and represents the percent of households that
had no change in occupancy during 1973-74. For 1960 wid 1970, this same
figula represents the percent of faaiiies living in the same household
five years previous.

Mobility rate for 1974 is :he total number of occupant moves in
1973 as a percent of the number of households in the designated area.

Unemployment data are for males only, For 1974, these data are
taken from the Polk Profiles and are not stzictly comparable to the
figures for 1960 and 1970.

HousingThe 1974 estimates are from the Polk Profiles. In the
ca3e of new units, 1960 and 1970 fizures refer to the percent constructed
in the preceding ten years. In other words, it is the percent of all
residential units existing at the time of the census which have been
constructed within the past ten years, For 1974, the percent is for the
new units constructed in the single year, 19?3-74.

Schr,ol:AgercEgialt.---This is an estimate of the number of children
in the 612 age group in each of the three years. The 1960 and 1970 figures
come directly from the U. S. Census documents, The 1974 figure is derived
by projecting the children of ages 2-8 in 1970 ahead to 1974. This should give
a reasrAable estimate of the K-6 enrollment residing in the indicated attendance
area and includes students attending both public and private schools.
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City of Seettle*

Characteristic

2B-2

1960-1970 Chance
1960 1970 Amount Per Cent , . 1974

1970-1974 Chance
Amount Per Cent

POPULATION (000's)

% White

t Black'

% Other

557.1

91.7

4.8

35

530.8

87.4

7.1

5.5

-26.5 -4.8

-.443

2.3 '

2.0

SOO

,

-30 -5.5

AGE

% Under 18

# Under 5 (000's)

1/ 5 - 17

%,18 -.64 .

% Over 65

29

51.9

114.8

.58.

12

-

.. ,25.5

35.0

100..5

61.

13

-

-3.5

-17.0 -33

-14..3 -12
.,

3

.

24

30.0

90.0

26'

-1:5-

-5.5 -14

-10.5 -10

HOUSEHOLDS # (0001s)

# Families_

# 1,person NH

% of Households

# Female Head

% of Families

Popul/Uousehold

Median Income

poverty

200.5

141.4

59.1

30

2.70

$6942

12

205.1

,133.3

72.8 t

35

9751

7.3

2.48
,

1037, :.

6.0 .

5.5 .2.7

7.8-.1 75.8,

13.7 23

5

-.22 78

409S 59 ,

. ......

-5

203.3

136.1

67.2

33

8858

6.5

.2.46

12200
, . .

.-2.8 -1:4

2.7 2

-5.6 -7.7

-2

-900 -8

-.1

-.02 -1

10
.. ..

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in .Same House

"Mobility Rate"

% Unemployed (Male)

# Prof/Tech and-Mgr.
(000's)

% Prof/Tech and Mgr.

47

6.5

58.7

26

,48

8.8

62.8

28

1

..

2.3 35

4.1 .

2

47 -1

48

14 5.2 59

2

29

HOUSING

.sidential Units 216.0
(000's)

Vacant Units (000's: 1-5.4

% 'vacant. 7
.

.

..

Owner-occupied(00N115.1

%.Owner .. 57

Renters (000's) 85.5
Median Value 13500
Median Rent 75

t New Units 19

Commercial Firms
(000's)

t Comm. Vacant.

221.9

15.8

7

111.6

54

94.4:
19600

106

16....

5.9 2.7

"4-.4 2
.

,

-3.5
.

-3
...

- -3
.

:. +9,0.. -.. 10.

+6100 '45
41

. . ....

1J '

217.8 -4.1 -1.3

14.5 -1.3'. -8

. 6.6 -.4

116.1. +4.5 4

57 +3

87.1 -7.3. -8

.3.5 (1 y )

27.7'

.5.0

These figures, are for the City of .5eattle and therefore,exclude two census tracts
(263, 264) which overlap with the'Seattle School District knit are not in the
City. The omission does not significantly change any of the data.



Interlake

.Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1960 1970

2B-3

1960-1970 Change
Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other

6770

98.5

0

1.5

6289

94.5

1

4.5

-481 -7

-4

1

3

5825 -464 -7

AGE

% Under 18 24 -5 -17 21 -3 -11

0 Under 5 552 370 -182 -33 275 -95 -28

#.5 - 17 1436 1177 -259 -18 1065 -112 -10

% 18 - 64 55 60 5

% Over 65 16 15. -1 26

HOUSEHOLDS # 2366 2467 101 2413 -54

# Families 1768 1553 -215 712 1E30 77 5

.# 1-person HH 598 914 +316 53 783 -131 -14

% of Households 25 37 12 32 -5

# Female Head 111 97 -14 -13

% of Families 7.1 6.0

Popul/Household 2.85 2.55 -.3 -11 2.40 -.15 -6

Median Income $6515 10265 3750 58 11600 13

% in Poverty 14 5 -9

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 51 47 -4 42 -5

"Mobility Rate" 56

% Unemployed (Male) 6.6 8.3 1.7 26 19. 10.7 129

# Prof/Tech and Mgr.

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 21 28 7 24 -4

HOUSING

Residential Units 2490 2582 92 4 2554 -28 -1

Vacant Units 123 114 -9 -7 140 +26 2

% Vacant 5 4.4
.

5.5

Owner-occupied 1468 1323 -145 -10
.

1323

% Owner 62 54 -8 55 1

Renters 899 1145 246 27 1091 -54 -5
Median Value 11950 17300 5350 45
Median Rent $83 $114 37

% New Units 7 12 5 3.6 (1 yr)

Commercial Firms 200

% Comm. Vacant 11

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 588
1970 - 460
1974 - 372

251



Allen

Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

2B-4

, 1960-1970 Change
1960 1970 Amount Per Cent ,' 1974 Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other-

6504

99.5

.

4

6091

97.5

.5

2.0

-413

-2.0

44

1.6

-6

.

5710 -350 -6

AGE

% Under 18 30 26 r-4 -13 24.5 -1.5 -6

0 Under 5 512 401 -111 -22 350 . -51 -13

0 '5 - 17 1416 1174 -.242 : -17. 1050 -124 -11

% 18 - 64 54 57 3

% Over 65 16 17': 1 29

HOUSEHOLDS 0. 2237 2297 60 2252 -45

0 Families 1747 1584 -163 7.9 1635 51 3

,0 1-per8on HH 490 713 223 46 . 617 -96 -13

% of Households 22 31 9 27 -4

0 Female Head 103 90 -13 -13

% of Families 6.5 5.5

Popul/Household 2.9 2.6 -.3 , -12. 2.42 , -.18 -7

Median Income: $6560 9970 :. 3410 52 11468 15

% in Poverty 13 7

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT
.

% in Same House 52 53 1 51 -2

"Mobility Rate" 54

% Unemployed (Male) 6:2 8.4 2.2 35 13.8 5.4 64

0 Prof/Tech and Mgr, 502 503

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 20 21.5 1.5 21.5

HOUSING

Residential Units 2330 2388 58 25 2375 -13 -.5

Vacant Units 93 93 123 30 30

% Vacant 4 4' 5

Owner-occupied 1542 1490 -52 ' '-3 1520 30 '2

% Owner 69 65 -4 .68 3

Median Value :522200 17800 '5600 46
Renters 685 eos . 121 le 730 -76 -9
Median Rent $194 113 10

% New Units 9 5.7 2(1 yr.)

Commeráial Firms 161

% Comm. Vacant 14

School Age Population (ages 6:12): 1960 .600

1970 - 540
.1974 -7440
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Decatur

Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1960 1970

2B-5

1960-1970 Change
Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Chan.ge

.1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION 3762 3126 .-636 -17 2986 -140 -4.5

% White 99 98 -1

% Black

% Otber 2 +1

AGE
.

% Under 18 40 33 -7 -16 29 -4 -12

# Under 5 537 257 -280 -52 220 -37 -14

# .5 - 17. 986. 787 -199 -20 658 -128 -16

% 18 - 64

% Over 65 4.6 7.3 - 2.7 18.2

HOUSEHOLDS # 1083 1037 -46 1046 +9

# Families 1019 884 -132 -12 887 +3 <1

.# 1-person HH 64 153 89 139 159 +6 4

% of Households 6 15 9
3

15 -

# Female Head 58 48 -10 -17

% of Families 6.6 5.4 .

Popul/Household 3.47 3.05 -.42 -12 2.82 -.23 -8

Median Income 0614 13700 6086 80 14500 6

% in Poverty 9 4 -5
--I.

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 44 57 13 30 60 12

"Mobility Rate" 32

% Unemployed (Male) 2.9 5.9 3 100 8.2 2.3 39

# Prof/Tech and Mgr,

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 40 42 2 42

HOUSING
.

Residential Units 1158 1053 -105 -9 1061 8 <1

Vacant Units 76 16 -60 -80 21 5 30

% Vacant 6.5 1.5 -5 2 .5
.

Owner-occupied 785 Emr 63 8 853 5 <1

% Owner 73 82 9 82

Median Value 16850 26440 7600 57

Renters . 297 189 -108 187 -2 -1

Median Rent 72 136 89

% New Units 33 11 2 (1 yr

Commercial Firms 38

% Comm. Vacant 11

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 500
1970 - 370
1974 - 310
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Maple Leaf ,SCHOOL DISTRICT

Characteristic

2B-6

1960-1970 Change
196,s 1970 .Ampunt Per Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other

4114

99

1

4504

47

1

2

+390

-2

1

1

9 4320 -185 -4

AGE

t Under 18 41 35 -6 -15 31.5 -3.5 -10

0 Under 5 553 312 -241 -44 261 -51 -16

0 S - 17 1158 1248 SO 8 1100 -148 -12

% 18 - 64 54 59 5 :

% Over 65 5 6 1 14

HOUSEHOLDS 0 1212 - 1396 1404

0 Families 1101 1192 .91 8 ,1204 12 1

.0 1-person HH 111 204 93 84 200 -4 -2

% of Households 9 15 6 14 -1

0 Female Head 57 49 1 -5 -14

% of FaMilies 4.8 4.1

Popul/Household 3.45 3.25 -6 3.05 -.2 -7

Median Income .7720 14000 6260 82 .14825 825 6

% in Poverty 7 3 -4 .

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT
.

% in Same House 50 56 6 58 2 .

"Mobility Rate" '27

% Unemployed (Male) 3.5 6.6 3.1 84 9.6 3.5 45

0 Prof/Tech and Mgr

% Prof/Tech and Mgr 40 36 -4 38 2

HOUSING

Residential Units 1218 1448 230 .19 .1437 -11 - <1

Vacant Units 46 50 4 8 44 -6 -12

% Vacant 3.8 3.5 -.3 3

Owner-occupied 1007 1161 154 15 1162 1

% Owner 86 83 -3
,

.83

Renters 165 237 72 44.

Median Value 17325 28110. 10800 62
Median Rent $94 $130 38

% New Units 50, .22 , 2 (1 yr]

Commercial Firms 66

% Comm. Vacant 7

School Age Population (azes 6-12): 1960 - 610
1970.- 530
1974 - 375
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Georgetbwn SCHOOL DISTRICT

Characteristic 1960 1970

2B-7

1960-1970 Change
Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White

t Black

% Other

3813

94

2

4

2100

90

2

8

-1713

-4

+4

-45 1630 -470 -23

AGE

cfp Under 18

# Under 5

28

379

24

179

-4

-200 -53

lg

lOG

-5

-79 -56

0.5 - 17 726 32 -374 -52 205 -147 -49

% 10 - 64 58 61 3

% Over 65 13 14 1 37

HOUSEHOLDS # 1434 938 -496 692 -246

# Families 923 529 -394 -43 405 -174 -23

.# 1-person HH 511 409 -102 -20 287 -122 -30

% of Households 36 44 8 44

# Female Head 52 37 -15 -30

$ of Families 9.8 9.1
Popul/Household 2.55 2.26 -.29 -13 2.0 -.26 -13

Median Income 95808 7864 2056 35 10370 32

% in Poverty 14 11 -3
.

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 48 41 -7 44 +3

"Mobility Rate" 95

% Unemployed (Male) 11.3 16.3 5 44 18 1.7 10

# Prof/Tec' --d Mgr. 50 75

% Fof/Ter'l and Mgr. 10 6 -4 12 +6

HOUSING

Residential Units 1609 1098 -511 -32 893 -205 -19

Vacant Units 174 160 -14 -8 196 36 23

% Vacant 11 15' 4 22 7

Owner-occupied 665 356 -309 -46 346 -10 -2

% Owner 46 38 -8 50 12

Renters 770 582 -188 -24 347 -285 -41
Median Value. $9300 15300 6000 65
Median Rent 64 77 13 20

% New Units 5.3 1.1 3.3(1 yr)

Commercial Firms 776

% Comm. Vacant 14

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 420
1970 - 160
1974 - 105
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Concord

Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1980 1970

2B-8

1960-1970 Change.
Amount Par Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Por Cent

---......--............-___---

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other'

. .- ..................----

4955

97.5

.5

2

4444

95.5

1.5

3

-511

-2

1

1

40 4060 -380 -8.5

AGE

% Uhder 10 33 ,28 -5 -14 26

6 Under 5 556 388 -168 -30 300 -00 -23

#.5 - 17 1105 852 -253 -23 755 -97 -11

% 18 - 64 57 60 3

% Over 65
,
10 12':

...,
2 27

HOUSEHOLDS # 1673 1666 -7 1660. -6

0 Fomilies 1295 1129 -166 -13 1162 33 3

.# 1-person HH 378 537 159 42 408 -39 -7

. % of Households 23 32 9 30 -2

# Female Head 79 75 -4 -0

% of Families 7.0 6.5

Popul/Household 2.95 2.55 -.4 -16 2.4 -.15 -6

Median Income $6143 9922 3780 62 11080 11

% in Poyerty _ 17 8 -9
.

.-

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

-

% in Same.House 46 46 40 -13

"Mobility Rate" 77.

S Unemployed (Male) 5.6 13.2 7.6 120 . 19 6 -46

If Prof/Tech and Mgr, 266 254 -12

% Prof/Tech'and Mgi. 14 16
,

14 -2

HOUSING

Residential Units 1808 1840 32 1:8 1700 -140 -8

Vacant Units 136 174 38 28 179 5 3

% Vacant 7.5 9.5 2 10.5 1

Owner-occupied 1025 861 -164 , -16 802 .59 -7

% Owner 62 52 -10 53 1

Median Value SI0350 16450 6100 . 59

Renters .645 805 160. 25 '719 -86 -11

Median Rent 77 99 22 29

% New Units 23 21 4(1yr.)

Commercial Firms 270

% Comm. Vacant .10

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 440,
1970 - 365
1974 - 250



Mann .tCHOOL DISTRICT

Characteristic 1960 1970

2B-9

1960-1970 Change
Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other

5561

18

64

18

4263

8

83

9

-1298 -23

.10

+19

-9

3910 -353 -8

AGE

% Under 18 34 33 -1 33 No Change

#.Under 5 627 390 -237 -38 330 -60 -15

# 5 - 17 1280 1023 -257 -20 960 -63 -6

% 18 - 64 56 57 1

% Over 65 10 10 20

HOUSEHOLDS # 1778 1504 -274 1546 42

# Families 1269 994 -275 -22 1059 64 6

# 1-person HH 509 510 1 488 -22 -4

% of Households 28 33 5 31 -V

# Female Head 213 183 -30 -14

% of Families. 21.4 17.3

Popul/Household 3.13 2.83 -.3 11 2.53 -.3 -12

Median Income 5235 7965 2730 52 11224 41

% in Poverty 21 16.5 -4.5

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 52 57 5 9 66 .

"Mobility Rate" 26

% Unemployed (Male) 10.6 10.9 .3 3 20.3 9.4 86

# Prof/Tech and Mgr.

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 13 13 13

HOUSING

Residential Units 1925 1868. -57 -3 1794 -74 -4

Vacant Units 148 355 107 72 251 -104 -29

% Vacant 8 14 11 14 -5

Owner-occupied 869 25 -144 -17 788 +63

% Owner 49 . 48 -1 - 50 2

Renters 908 788 -120 -13 759 -33 -4

Median Value 10000 16350 6350 64

Median Rent 70 88 26

% New Units P 8 3 (1 yr

Commercial Firms 145

% Comm. Vacant 13

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 600
1970 - 425
1974 - 385
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Minor

Characteristic

2B-10

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1960-1970 Change

1960 1970 Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change

1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White
..

% Black

% Other

8800

55

33

12

6223

45

44

11

-2677 -30

-10

11

-1

5375

_

-748 -12

AGE

% Under 16

ti Under 5

#.5 - 17

% 18 - 64

% Over 65

23

76s

1276

58.5

18.3

21

441

857

60

19.5

-2

-324 -42

-419 33

1.5

1.2

18

320

640

34

-2

-121 -27

-217 -25

HOUSEHOLDS g 3810 2987 -823 2859 -128

# Families 2095 1344 -751 ;-36 1344 n.c. 0

-g 1-person NH 1715 1643 -72 -4 1515 -128 -8

% of Housa-lds 45 55 10 53 -2

g Female L 270 172 -98 -37

% of Families- 20.1 12.8 -3

Popul/Household 2.31 2.05 -.26 -13 1.88 -.17 -3

Median /ncome $5245 6650 1405 27 10500 3850 -S8

% in Poverty 23 29 -4

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 39 38 -1 -2 29

"Mobility Rate" 58

% Unemployed (Male)

g Prof/Tteii and Mgr

10.5 12 1.5 14 20.8 8.8 73

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 16 17 -1 19 2 .

HOUSING

Residential Units 4230 3700 -530 -13 3350 -350 -9

Vacant Units 420 710 290 69 490 -220 -31 .

% Vacant 10 18 8 15 -3

Owner-occupied 1067 925 -142 -1c 1005 +80 g

% Owner 28 25 -3 30 +5

Renters 3163 2775 -358 -12 2345 -430 -15

Median Rent 70 90 20

% New Units 3.5 13 4(1yr.)

Commercial Firms 375

% Comm. Vaca4'-.
8

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 780
1970 - 500
1974 - 350
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Leschi

Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1960 1970

2B - 11

1960-1970 Change
Amount Per Cent 1974

1970-1974 Change
Anount Per Cent--- --

POPULATION 5583
or less

4793 -790 714 4415 -378 -8

% White
34 22 -12

% Black 54 71 17

% Other 12 7 -5

AGE

% Under 18 'e.F. 24 -1

g Under 5 620 410 -210 -34 313 -97 -24

#.5 7 17 1321 1198 -123 -9 1100 -98 -8

% 18 - 64 55 57 2

% Over 65 10 9 -1 15

HOUSEHOLDS g 1778 1576 -102 -6 1697 21

g Families 1353 1124 -229 -17 1237 113 10

g 1-perSon HH 425 552 127 30 460 -92 -17

-6 of Households 24 33 9 27 -6

g Female Head 177 172 -5 -3

% of Families 15.7 13.9

Popul/Household 3.14 2.86 -.28 -10 2.60 -.26 -10

Median Income 6145 9300 3155 51 12200 31

% in Poverty 14 12 -2

MOBILITY, EMPLOYXENT

% in Same House 50 50 60

"Mobility Rate" 34

% Unemployed (Male) 6.6

g Prof/Teal and Mgr.

9.3 2.7 41 15 6 61

% Prof/Tech and Mgr. 20 20 21 1

HOUSING

Residential Units 1870 1956 86 4.5 1908 -43 -2

Vacant Units 124 314 190 153 210 -104 -33

% Vacant 6.6 16 9.4 11 -5

Owner-occupied 1072 963 -109 -10 997 24 3

% Owner 61 59 -2 59

Renters 674 679 5 <11 701 22 PMedian Value 11120 19350 8230 74
Median Rent 83 104 25

% New Units 10.5

Commercial Firms

.10

117

% Comm. Vacant 14

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 580
1970 - 425
1974 - 425
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c ;it__ SCHOOL DISTRICT

Characteristic

2B-12

1960-1970 Change

1960 1970 Amount Per Cent

1970-1974 Change
1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION 23750 17205 -6545 L28 15255 -1950 -11

% White 96 90 -6

% Black 1 4 3

% Other 3 6 3

AGE

% Under 18 6.6 3.3 -2.3 2 -1.3

0 Under 5 537 245 7292 -54 -270 -1r7

0 5 - 17 785 335 -4 50 -57
.310

% 18 - 64 72 67 -5

% Over 65 23 30 7

HOUSEHOLDS # 16156 12743 11645

# Families 4362 2931 -1431 -33 2907 -24 -1

.# 1-person HH 11794 9812 -1982 -17 8738 -1074 -11

% of Households 73 77 4 75 -2

# Female Head 177 91 -86 -50

% of Families 6.0 .3.1

Popul/Household 1.47 1.35 -.12 -9 1.31 -.04 -3

Median Income 5375 7640 42 9760 28

% in Poverty 30 14 -16

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT .

% in Same House 29 31 +2 23

"Mobility Rate" 12:13

% Unemployed (Male) 14 17 3 21 15 -2 -12

# Prof/Tech and Mgr.

% Pref/Tech and Mgr. 24 24 28 4

HOUSING
.

Residential Units 19400 14770 -4630 -24 13500 -1270 -9.5

Vacant Units' 3240 2025 -1215 -38 1660 -165 -8

% Vacant 16.8 13.7 -3.1 . 13.9 +.2

Owner-occupied .757 576 -181 -24 445 -131 -23

% Owner 4 4 3.3

Renter 15390 12167 -3223 , -21 11200 -967 -R

Median Rent 58 90 32

% New Units 8 11 3 2.4(1yr.)

Commercial Firms 5200

% Comm. Vacani: 9.6

School Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 -
1970 n 200
1974 - 110

2 0



Characteristic

SCHOOL DISTRICT

1960 1970

2B-13

1960-197;2, Change

Amount Per Cent
1970-1974 Change

1974 Amount Per Cent

POPULATION

% White

% Black

% Other

4960

85

2

13

4680

65

13

22

-280

-20

11

9

-6 4300 -380 A

AGE

% Under 18 34 31 -3 30 -1

# Under 5 546 337 -209 -38 280 -57 -17'

# 5 - 17 1190 1100 -90 -8 10 -90 . -8
% 18 - 64 55 59 4

% Over 65 9.5 10.5 1 25

HOUSEHOLDS # 1550 1560 1514

# Families 1348 1279 -69 -5 1226 -53 -4
# 1-person HH 202 281 79 39 288 t7 3

% of Households 13 18 5 19 1

# Female Head 86 91 5 -6

% of Families 6.7 74 .5

Popul/Household 3.2 3.9 -.2 -6 2.85 -.15 -5

Median Income 56810 11300 4490 66 11700 400 4

% in Poverty 11 6 -5

MOBILITY, EMPLOYMENT

% in Same House 54 61 7 70
.

"Mobility Rate" 35

% Unemployed (Male) 4.5 7.0 2.5 56 12.2 5.2 74

# Prof/Tech and

% Prof/Tech and Mgr 15 17 1-2 24

HOUSING

Residential Units 1600 1630 30 2 1635 5

Vacant Units 50 68 18 31 120 52 77

% Vacant 3.2 4.2 1 7.3 3.1

Owner-occupied 1255 1248 -7 -6 1226 -22 -2

% Owner 81 80 -1 81 1

Renter 295 312 17 .6 288 -24 -8

Median Rent 90 112 22 24

% New Units 28 12 2(1yr.)

Commercial Firms 150

% Comm. Vacant 9

;chool- Age Population (ages 6-12): 1960 - 540
1970 - 375
1974 - 300
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Attachment 2C

POPULATION CHNNGES BY BLOCK IN SELECTED SCHOOL AREAS
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2C-3

GEORGETOWN

3813 Population in 1960
Population in 1970
Blocks with population gain
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2C-4

CONCORD-

4955 Population in1960
(Ta) Population in 1970

Blocks with population gainI
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MANN

5561 Population in 1960
Population in 1970
Blocks with population gain
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MINOR

8800 Population in 1960
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LESCHI

5583 Population in 1960
TD Population in 1970

Blocks with population gain:.:::4
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2C-8

476 313 140 16 21

79

9131

t it.52
25 . 3Cg

A. IITZ3k
,

1

204 6.01).
174 i j c.(' 105 135

\/3 560
181 '

11
06

101 ...
-a 132

241.69 301 6

237
122

26

23,750 Population in 1960
Popuiation in 1970
Blocks with population gain

OTA5)
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Attachment 2D

DEMOLITION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION PLOTS

1972, 1973, 1974

and

RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL OCCUPANCY CHANGE PLOTS

1969-71 and 1971-75
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2D - 1

.34
(:50

INTERLAKE

Construction
X Demolition

OCCUPANCY CHANGE RATE
WITHIN 2:0.4ES

.36 Occupancy change rate, 1969-71
(.61) Occupancy change rate, 1971-75

(56)

13

A

442.
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2D-2

ALLEN

Construction
x Demolition

OCCUPANCY CHANGE RATE
WITHIN ZC NES

.36 Occupancy cha- rate, 1969-71
(.57) Occupancy char 3e rate, 1971-75

214



2D-3

DECATUR

Construction
X Demolition

OCCUPANCY CHANOE RATE
WITHIN ZONES

-26 Occupancy change rate, 1969-71
(.23) Occupancy change rate, 1973-75
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MAPLE LEAF

0 Construction
X Demolition
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2D-S

X Ccostruction
Drnolition

Where more than one construction
or demolition has occurred, a
positi 'e 0: negative numerical
value is given.
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2D-6

CONCORD

X Construction
Demolition
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MANN

X Construction
Demolition

Where more than one construction
or demolition has occurred, a
positive or negative numerical
value is given.

OCCUPANCY
CHANGE AND VACANCY RATES

WITH! N ZO NES

.12D Demolition rate, 1969-75

.82M 0-,:upancy change, 1969-75
.17 Vacancy rate, 1969-71

(.19) Vacanc, te, 1973-75

e

FgAi
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2D-8

MiNOR

X Construction
o Demolition

Where tnan one construction or demolition
has occurred: a positive or negativ., -iumerical
vellue is given.

26 0



LESCHI

X Construction
Demolition

Where more than one c.-iistruction or demolition
hc,s occurred, a positive or negative numerical
value is given.
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2D-10

X Construction
Demolition

Where mor: than one construction or demolition
has occurred, a positive or negative numerical
value is given.



2D-11

MAPLE

X Construction
Demolition
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Attachment 3A

DETAT7,LD MOBILITY DATA AND MAPS CN INTERLAKE-ALLEN
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Attachment 3A

DETAILED MOBILITY DATA AND MAPS ON INTERLAKE-ALLEN
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INTERLAKE

Group Number Designations
1 - Block #1-8
2 - Block #9-23
3 - Block #24-46
4 - Block #47-72
5 - Block #73-95
6 - Block #96-110
7 - Block #111-116
8 - Block #117-122
9 - Block #123-128

10 - Block #129-133
11 - Block #134-138

School Area Designations
Immediate - Group 41-2
General - - Group #1-4
Total - - - Group #1-11
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-

;:%Itsidc of Seattle)

- \.:;te or Pgr,chlni School

Summary of Xobility Data School Interlake

Student Group 3rd Grade (1970-71)

1

!

ng ! Students

I

I

Year I Year 2 Year 3

, .

! Sa:p: l In

!lIesi-iSchool

!fleece! Arca

In

Seattle

District

.

.Cut of District Same

Resi-

dence

In In

School Seattle

Arca District

Out of District Same

Resi-

dence

In

School

Arca

In

.Seattle

District

Out of District

----

A 3 C Total A B C Total A B C Total

,
1

-
')

2

1

I

A 1

!

2 1 1

2 T
i

is 13 i

1

2 I
3 3 11 1 5 1 6 10 2 5 1 6

3 i 1 1 7
!

,
1

I

2 1 2 4 1 4 _ 6 1 6

II) 8 2
1

I

2 5. 4 1 5 4 1

11 i 9 1 2 I 6 2 3 3 3 3 4 1 5

3 i 3 !

1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

-
2 4 I 2 2 2 2 2

2 2
I

2

E, 4

1

1 1 3 2. 2 1 1 3 3

10 1
- I

,

!

1

11 !

'

,

1

I

.

I

.

..

I I

1 . i 1 1 1 1 1

9

. .

23
i

Tcl ! 5:; i

.

.

3 ! ... 5. . 8 i ! 10 39. 1 6 11 425 30 3 629
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"1,!sidence Unknown

:!.siUence Ku.'n (Out:2 of Scazt1e)

rrirat': or Parochia: Senzl
Summary of Mobility Data School Interlake

Student Group 4th Grade (1970-71)

;

i

.niping I Studentn

I

Year 1 Year 2 - Year 3

5= In 1 In

\flsi- Schoe11 ,.....c7.,,a.t-

ker.co1 Avec !District!

Out of District
'

Same

Resi-

dance

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District Same

Resi-

dence

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District

A B1 C Total A B C Total A B C Total

1

1

] 3
,

' 2

1
.

'1 1 2 1 1
1

1 1

'
I

9 6 , 2
I

i

1 6 I 2 2 6 1 2 2
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3A-4

105

clo

Ice

log

)03

102

g8

137 71

Lig

qg

117

30

10/ 36 70

67

3

2

iis

Lola

ALLEN

Group Number Designations
1 - Block N1-7
2 - Block #8-31
3 - Block #32-50
4 - Block #51-73
5 - Block N74-91
6 - Block #92-105
7 - Block M106-109

School Area Designations
Immediate - Group #1-2
General - - Group #1-4
Total - - - Group M1-7



Known (OLItsi(1e of Seattle)

'rlva:c or Pal Sr'xcol
Summary of: Mobility Data School Allen

Student Group 3rd Grade (1970-71)

,

I

,

i

1

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
i

-'ny ' S'udo-ts I Sn, 1 Tn In ;Out of District1 Same

; Resi-

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District Same

Rcsi-

dence

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District
1

Tesi-!Schoolf Seattle ;

1,,dercol 1DistrictI Al BI C I Total dence A B C Total A B C Total
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Tut:ildc of 3ooltle)

Or l'rechial School

1
1

Year 1

Summary of Mobility Data

1

!------

In (11tIt of District Same In

Resi- School
1!;esi- Schcol!Seattle

Arca
!

ide!!:e. Area 11)Istric, Al B CITotai dence

/

5
1

I 17 1

4

14

3 34 5 2

15 12 I 1

5 !

1

-------

3 1

! 4 1

-^
1

1

1

73 47 i 2 I.
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. 1

3
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7
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2
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1,

1

I

3

1 '

3

2

7 19

5 1

School Allen

Student Group 4th_Grase_11912±112_

Year 2 Year 3

In Out of-District Same In In Cut of District

Seattle Resi- School Seatfle

District A B C Total dence rea- District A B C Total
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Attachment 3B

DETAILED MOBILIT'i DATA AND MAPS ON MANN-MINOR-LESCHI
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MANN

Group Number Designations
1 - Block 01-7
2 - Block #8-21
3 - Block #22-47
4 - Block #48-63
5 - Block #64-68
6 - Block.#69-71
7 - Block 072-74
8 - Block #75

School Area Designations
Immediate - Group 01-2
Generali---Group-01-3
Total - - - Group 01-8

410

Ca3 41-9

413 Pci

401 ti2

(00

ra

/7

75 7 G G

5/5 37

5-1
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2.,5;e:,acc L:nknown

R.s:e.ence Known (Outside of Seattle)

or darochial School

Summary of Mobility Data School Mann

Student Group 2nd Grade (1sb7-68)

Ycar 1 Year 2 Year 3

!

1

m:Iing ; Stue.cnt: . S:Ino ! In 1 In

1Rusi- SchoolIScattlo

I

!dcacc, Area 1 istrict.
1

1
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1
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In
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Out of District Same: In
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,

A1 31 CiTotal A B C Total
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A - Ros:dence Unknown

B - Rvsideacc Known (Outside of Seattle)
C - P:ivate or Parochial School

Summary of Mobility Data School Mann

Student Group 3rd Grade (1967-68)

1

IGrouping

I

Students

1 .

Year 1 .

Year 2 Year 3

:Samc

IRusi-

Idence

In

School

Area

In

Seattle

District

Out of Distri4 Samc

!Resi-

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District* Same

Kosi-

dence

In

School

Area

, In

Seattle

District

Out of Districe

A B C Totalidence A B C

.

Total A B C Total

1

.

I

I

1

.
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I
--1. 1

I

2 9 S 1
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7 2 7 2
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1

I 4
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i
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3 1
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i 5
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i , 1
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i I

Total 18
L

i 1
I 1

I 14 2
.

2 12 6

.icormation specified by categorics A, B, and C is not available.
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- P;sidenve Unknown

; - ::nown (Outside of Seattle)

- Pri.:ate or Parochial Sc)ool

Summary of Mobility Data School Mann

Student Group 4th Grade (1967-68)

I

1

I

Grouping : Students
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I

1 year 1 Year 2 .Year 3
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,

A
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81 CITotal
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Resi-

dence A 111 CITotal
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MINOR

Group Number Designations
1 - Block #1-8
2 - Block #9-24
3 - Block "25-44
4 - Block #45-66
5 - Block #67-95

.6 - Block N96-107

School Arca Designations
Immediate - Group "1-2
General - - Group "1-4
Total - - - Group #1-6

3B-5
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i!.77,nown

- s cc C:sot4ido of Soattle)

: - P-..tvaLe or P:woch:a:

Summry of gobility Data
School minor

Student'Group 2nd Grade (1967-68)

1

I
Year 1

Year 2 Year 3

]

Gra'...piagi Students , Sa=e1 in I in .Out of District Same
Resi-

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District Same

Resi-

dence

In

School

Arca

In

Seattle

District

Out of District

I

;11.esi-,SchoollSeattle
leencci Area IDistrict A B CiTotal dence A B C Total A 8 C Total

1 1 5 5
1

.

I

2 3
1 3 1

2 I 10 I 7
1 ,

I 3 4 6 3 7

t

3 i 11 I 9 I 1 2
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6 4 1 3 7 1

,

-1 I 10 I 7 1 2

!

!
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1
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5 S '
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5
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5 2 1
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2
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1
I

1

.
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I

i

!

1

I

1

L
1

I

,
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.

i

1

1

1
1

,

,

I

i

,

.

I

I

:
.

1

1

.
._ .

! 11
31 30I .. ,

I
i

I

1 27 20 4 21 24 6

IntermIt!ou rDec:fi,:1 ly categw2ias A, R, an! C is not availablo.



losidencz. Unkncwn

(Out:zide. of Seattle)

orTarochial School
Summary of Mobility Data School Minor

Student Group-3rd Grade (1967-68)

i

. I . .

otuuents
!

1

Year 1 1 Year 2 Year 3
,

i Som. , In
1

iResi-ISchoel

idencel Arca

In

Seattle

IDistrict,ABICTotal

Out of Districi4 Same

Resi-

dence

.

In

School

Area

In

Seattle

DistrictABCTotal

Out of District Snme In

School

Arca

'In

Seattle

DistrictABCTotal
..

Out of District

1

1

Resi-

dcnce

1 1 1 I1
2 . 9 1 7 1 1

1
1 2 3 1 1 4

3 1

i

10 1
(1 1

1
1

1 1 8 1 1

1

4 9
1

I 7 1

1

2 6 2 1 3 4 2

5 1

12 I 11 I 1 I 11 1 10 2

6 1 I 1 1 1

1
I

;

I

1

1

1

1

1
1

a; 42
,

I 33 I 1 S 1 31 1 6 4 25 1 7 {

t

i

=tion speciFiod 1)y.catgoricn A. 8, and C is not available.
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A -

- I71 (adts:de of Seattle)

C - 07 Parozhlz:1

Summary of Mobility Data School Minar

S'cudent Group 4th Grade (1967-68)

!

i

I

Croving 1 Students

I

!

Year 1
i

Year 2 Year 3

1 Same ! In 1 In

iRcsi-:SchaollSeattle

dcncei Arca 1Districti

1

;Out of District! Same

lacsi

In

School

Area

In

Seattle

District

Out'of District Same :n

School

Area

In

Seattle,

"District!

lOut of District

!

A

,

51 C Total 1dence A B C Total

Resi-

donee A
!

B C Total

1 I H !

I
1

I
!

1 1 1

2 I '
!

I

t

I

1 6 1

10 ! ) t4 I 1
5 5 5 5

1

I

1

1

UT-1. 3 !

1

I

I
i2

1

;
I

4 6 4

5 1

1

5 I '
1

1

I

1 4 1

f! 3 3 I

i

I 3 1
2 1

I

1

I

,

I

I

!

i I

I

I

1

1

1

i

I

;

I .

1

;

1

!

;
.

I

Totni
,

i 36 29 7
I,

.

I 25 11 24. 12

3 0



,^%,.:

go

LESCHI

;p Number Designations
I - Block #1-5
2 - Block #6-15
5 - Block #16-29
1 - Block #30-47
5 - Block U48-61
5 - Block #62-68
7 - Block #69-74
3 - Block #75-77
) - Block #78

) - Block #79
- Block #80

)o1 Area Designations
:mmediate - Group #1-2
Ieneral - - Group #1-4
'otal - - - Group #1-11
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A - P..!sidence UnI:nown

F - Kc.ts (Outside of Seattle)

C = 'f..v.s:e or Pzrechial School

Summary of Mobility Data School Leschi
Student Grou P 2nd Grade (1

s

s

1

1 Crot:p1ng
1

Year I Year 2 Year. 3

,

Students s Same

111as1-

In

School
Arca

L

.

In :Cut of District

Seattle

Same
Resi
dence

In

School
Arca

In

Seattle
District

Out of District Same
Resi-
dence

In

School
Area

In

Seattle
District

Out of D

s

1

1donce District' A B C Total A B C Total A B C

1- 1 1

2 ; 2

,

I .
2 2

.

I

i 1
2 I 7

1

7 I

6-
.

4 1

1

I 3 1 12 ! 8
1

4 1 6 5 1 5 1 6

1
1 8

L

i
1 91

I

1 1 4 , 2 2 S'

,

I

i 6 i --

'

1

. 7 I 1 1

s
i

I 1

I

i

S
I

s

1

r-

;

9 1 -- 1

1

1

s-- i

I

. 1

---
;

1

I

.

11

1

,

I 1
I

I

.

Total I 32 1 27 i 5 1

1 1
1

20 t. i

I 9

I

2 IS 3 12

by categori.srs A, B. nnd C is not available.



sidence Unknown

jc.oce !nown (Outside of Seattle)

rivate or Parochial School

Summary of Xobility Data School Leschi

Student Group 3rd Grade (1967-68)

j.ing

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Statlunt5 !Same 1 In . In IOut cf District Same

Zesi-

dance

In

School

Area

In

Seattle

District

Out of District Some

Resi-

dence

In

School

In lout of District

Seattle
!ResidSchoellSeattle ;

Idence
1

Arca IDistrictIA I B 1 GITotal
:

.

A B CTotal Area District A B C'Total

1

!

1 1

6 I $ I 1 1 2

.

14

.

I
1

6
1

6 1
1 11 ,

2 2 1

3 13 1

I

1
10 2 1 1 9 2 2 1

;

8 6
1

a 1

1

3 1 1 3 3 2 2

5

. 1 1

6
' 2 1 1 1

I

1

1

3 3

6 i
I

1

1

7 .._
1

t

8 __
I I

I i
1

,

1

,

tO __
.

1

__ 1

I
1

1

1

1

:42 ! 1 6
i

1 1

1

21 I 12 2 2 21 1 10 7
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A - :Zosidencc Unkno.,n

3 - RosiLlonce Known ;Ovcside of Seattle)

C - ?rivate or Parochial School

Summary of Mobility Data School eschi
Student Group 4th Grade (1967-681

i

1 Crouping

,

!

1

Stu:lonts

Year 1
.

Year 2 Year 3
.

iSane In 1 in

Irci:- q,i,ocIl ecat-1e... .. 1.... ., -. ,.

onc4 Area !Oistricti:d
i

I

;

'Out of District Same

Resi

In

School

Area

In

Seattle

District

Out of Distric Same In

School

Area

In

Seattle

District

Out of District!'

,

A

. .

51 C.Total dence A B C Total

Pesi-

dence A C Total

1 5 1 3 1 1 2 I

I

1 4 1 4

2 8
I

1

6 1

.

1

I

1

2
1

I

I

I

2 6 2 6

3 :

1

3 1 1 ;
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I

.

I 3 5 . 2

4 10 7
1

1 3
6 1 3

__
i

1

1

I

'

(5 3 ! 3 i !

1

I

I
2 1 2 1

1

1

7 1

,

1
.

1 i

i
I

I

1
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-..i

,

-

!

1

i

,

1 tu --
,

1

I .

1

.

.

1 11
i

.

I

1

!

1

1

I

Total I . 55 23 10 I

,

15
;

1 I 19
!

11
,

20 4

.1rA.,:mntion :Tee1fied by cltepries A, B, d C is not availahio:
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Attachment 4A

SAMPLE CENSUS BLOCKS IN CLOSURE-CONTROL SCHOOLS

(Including Number of Properties in Each)
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4A-1

Sample Census Blocks

Block Number of
Numbers Properties

Block Number of
Numbers Properties

Interlake Mann

050109---- 9 079105----20
050113---- I 087114----18
050119---- 2 087205----14
050120----I3 087305---- 6
050206---- 5 087408----15
050315---- 088104---- 5
050317----10 088105----10
050419---- 8 088201----26
051103----10 088212---- 9
051112----17 088212----10
051212----11 088312----11
051411----I0 088408----18
051501----10 088413---- 3
051505----I5 088415---- 2
051506----14 088501---- 3
051507---- 9 088502---- 7
051509---- 1 088507---- 5
051512----10
051514---- 9
05420I---- 9

Allen

088510----10

Minor

075206----11
076110-- 9

028304----14 079103---- 3
028306----19 079202----15
028310----14 079208----12
028312----15 079209----11
029303---- 2 079305----14
034105----13 079306---- 6
034108----18 079404---- 8
034112----16 079405-- 4
035105----17 079505-- 6
035106----19 079510---- 2
035109---- 6 086101----13
035111----14 086104---- 9
035113----20 086112---- 9
035206----11 086211---- 3
035217---- 7
035411---- 7
035416----15
035506---- 7
035511---- 5
035513----16
035515----14
035518---- 4

087105----13
087501----13
087510----12
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4k-2

Block Number of Block Number of

Numbers Properties Numbers Properties

Leschi Maple Leaf

078206----11
078212---- 6
078220----
078301---%- 7
078304=--- 9
087215---- 6
087301---- 6
088206----12
088301----12
088302----14
088305---- 4
088306---- 3
088309---- 7
088313---- 4

089103----10
089104---- 1
089108----10
089209---- 6
089210----13
089606----11
089625---- 7

Decatur

022209---- 5
022211----14
022212---- 5
022301----14
022305---- 9
022307----12
022308----10
022309---- 5
022309----13
022309---- 5
024101---- 7
024101---- 5
024103---- 3
024103---- 9
024103---- 4
024107----11
024107----12
024107---- 3
024109---- 7
024202----16
024204---- 8
024205---- 6
024206----11
024208-- 8
024301-- 9
024505----17
024507----10

010105----14
010201----23
010203----14
010206----26
010207----21
010208----16
021101---- 7
021103----13
021103----10
021105----15
022106----26
022113----11
022115----11
022116----13
022201-- 8
022204----12
022209---- 9
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Attachment 4B

CONTENTS OF PROPERTY DATA FILE

(Including Card Format)
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Column Item-Coding

1-2 year

3 blank

4

4B-1

NIS Data Coding

change notation, I or A-improvement
-segregation
-merger
-folio change

T or D-structure demolished

5 blank

6-10 assessed land value

11-17 assessed improvement value

18-24 sale price

25-28 date of sale (no., yr.)

29 school, 1-Interlake S-Leschi
2-Allen 6-Decatur
3-Mann 7-Maple Leaf
4-Minor

30-32 census tract

33 lot in,block (alpha)

34-36 census block

37-39 distance,.center of block to school, in mm, from Kroll map

40-41 year of latest zoning change

42 assessor's zone designation, RES-residential
MM-minimum multiple
NO-no information

43-44 blank

45-46 use code, R1-single family dwelling
R2-two family dwelling
R3-three or more

47 assessor's grade (1-7, from a scale of 1-13)
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4B-2

Column Item-Coding

48-50 number of stories in structure

51-52 number of rooms in structure

53-57 square feet of heated area in structure

58-59 year of construction

60-64 land area, square feet

65 number of occurrences of type I change in available history

66
II It S 11 it ti 11

67
H It M If ft H

68
It ti 11 F it It 11

69
tt tt ti P 11

70
tt tt D ti yr

71 blank

72-80 sequence number
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Attachment 4C

MISCELLANEOUS TABLES ON ASSESSMENT/SALES OF PROPERTY
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4C-1

Assessed Value on Land, 1950-1974

(expressed as adjusted dollars per square foot of land)

Calendar
Year

School Attendance Area
b

Interlake Allen Mann Minor Leschi Decatur Maple Leaf

(124) (251) (170) (42) (134) (235) (247)

1950 .28 .28 .23 -- .26 .21 .10

1951 .28 .28 .24 .22 .25 .19 .10

1952 .28 .31 .24 .23 .30 .18 .11

1953 .27 .31 .26 .25 .35 .23 .11

1954 .29 .33 .26 .25 .36 .24 .11

1955 .29 .33 .26 .25 .36 .28 .20

1956 .29 .36 .25 .25 .35 .32 .21

1957 .32 .40 .26 .25 .35 .35 .21

1958 .37 .40 .26 .26 .35 .34 .21

1959 .37 .40 .26 .25 .35 .34 .20

1960 .37 .40 .26 .25 .35 .40 .41

1961 .37 .40 .26 .25 .35 .40 .41

1962 .38 .43 .26 .25 .35 .52 .41

1963 .53 .65 .26 .25 .35 .52 .41

1964 .53 .65 .41 .35 .47 .5 .41

1965 .52 .65 .41 .36 .47 .52 .41

1966 .52 .65 1 .41 .36 .47 .62 .59

1967 .53 .65 I .41 .36 .47 .63 .59

1968 .53 .65 1 .41 .36 .47 .63 .58

1969 .53 .65 .40 .36 .47 .79 .58

1970 1.09 1.22 .40 .35 .46 .95 .83

1971 1.09 1.22 1.06 .89 1.22 1.02 .90

1972 1.09 1.22 1.06 .89 1.20 1.02 .90

1973 1.09 1.22 1.06 .89 1.20 1.02 .90

1974 1.11 1.21 , 1.03 .88 1.18 1.01 .84
I

aThe adjustment dollars simply means that all assessments for 1950-1969

were multiplied by four and those for the 1970-72 period were multiplied

by two in order to adjust for changes in assessment practices.

The number of properties in each school area is designated in parentheses
following the school name. All properties in the file are currently

classified for residential use.
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4C-2

Assessed Value on Improvements, 1950-1974

(expressed as adjusted dollars per square foot of heated area)a

Calendar
Year

School Attendance Area
b

Interlake Allen Mann Minor Leschi Decatur Maple Leaf
(124) (251) (152) (30) (116) (235) (245)

1950 2.68 2.36 -- -- 2.04 4.19 3.40

1951 2.55 2.45 3.23 3.57 2.65 4.58 3.59

1952 2.68 2.80 2.64 2.92 3.19 4.96 4.56

1953 2.93 _2.86 2.76 2.33 3.00 5.11 4.50

1954 2.89 2.82 2.70 2.26 3.07 5.19 4.56

1955 2.90 2.86 2.71 2.46 3.10 5.27 4.55

1956 2.90 2.85 2.75 2.46 3.17 5.35 4.75

1957 2.91 2.86 2:78 2.49 3.19 5.36 4.92

1958 2.92 2.87 2.91 2.98 3.33 5.43 5.04

1959 3.10 2.93 3.00 2.98 3.40 5.50 5.16

1960 3.10 2.96 3.01 3.01 3.41 5.51 5.23

1961 3.38 4.00 3.01 3.19 3.41 6.34 6.23

1962 3.97 4.02 4.01 , 3.91 4.01 6.39 6.49
....-,

1963 3.99 4.02 4.00 3.93 4.39 6.44 6.49

1964 .4.04 4.01 4.01 3.94 4.40 6.53 6.52

1965 4.04 4.01 4.03 3.94 4.54 6.61 6.59

1966 4.06 4.02 4.12 3.94 4.55 6.60 6.59

1967 4.06 4.08 4.14 3.94 4.60 6.62 6.65

1968 4.08 4.08 4.14 3.94 4.60 6.63 6.67

1969 4.13 4.09 4.14 3.94 4.67 6.65 6.71

1970 8.20 8.21 4.17 3.94 4.67 8,98 10.00

1971 8.18 8.24 7.44 6.88 8.33 10.63 11.05

1972 8.18 8.26 7.53 7.15 8.45 10.63 11.08

1973 8.18 8.26 7.53 7.15 8.45 10.64 11.08

1974 9.93 10.23 8.46 7.66 9.04 13.09 13:32

aAdjusted dollars are derived by multiplyini all.assessments for 1950-1969
by four and those for the 1970-73 period-bytwo; thus reflecting assessmenl
practices during those-time periods.

b
The number of properties in each school area is designated in parentheses
following the school name. All properties in the file are currently
classified for residential use.



4C-3

Sales Values and Numbers of Sales for Residential Property, 1950-1974

Calendar
Year

School Attendance Area

Interlake Allen Mann Minor Leschi Decatur
Maple
Leaf

1950 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0.82 (1) 0.40 (5) 0 (0) 1.28 (1)

1951 1.59 (6) 3.26 (9) 1.42 (10) 0.92 (3) 1.87 (11) 1.62 (20) 1.70 (4)

1952 2.3 (2) 2.33 (12) 1.58 (5) 0.79 (1) 1.91 (2) 2.04 (7) 1.19 (8)

1953 2.24 (7) 2.21 (12) 1.18 (9) 2.18 (2) 1.58 (6) 2.15 (5) 2.34 (18)

1954 0.84 (3) 2.05 (8) 2.20 (7) 1.56 (2) 2.49 (4) 1.84 (8) 1.53 (17)

1955 2.62 (8) 2.63 (16) 1.43 (9) 1.58 (2) 1.78 (9)12.01
1

(20) 1.46 (18)

1956 2.06 (16) 2.19 (21) 2.29 (7) 2.08 (1) 1.87 (11) 1.92 (19) 1.81 (22)

1957 2.49 (16) 2.43 (33) 2.03 (15) 1.45 (5) 1.92 (16) 2.03 (27) 2.01 (33)

1958 2.22 (12) 2.47 (23) 2.31 (18) 0.87 (2) 2.02 (14) 2.67 (34) 2.02 (33)

1959 2.29 (10) 2.74 (18) 2.54 (8) 2.06 (3) 2.87 (7);2.61 (18) 2.19 (16)

1960 2.83 (6) 3.08 (26) 2.63 (16) 1.38 (7) 2.20 (8) 2.45 (21) 2.56 (27)

1961 2.98 (20) 3.26 (22) 2.52 (14) 1.67 (5) 2.37 (19) 2.61 (29) 2.26 (39)

1962 2.97 (9) 2.87 (31)1 2.18 (14) 1.21 (2) 2.30 (14) 2.74 (38) 2.22 (45)

1963 2.98 (12) 3.20 (15) 2.49 (16) 1.56 (4) 2.37 (13) 2.18 (22) 2.29 (17)

1964 2.87 (10) 2.72 (20) 2.68 (16) 1.82 (4) 2.83 (13) 2.75 (30) 2.71 (20)

1965 2.67 (16) 2.58 (20)1 2.06 (13) 1.11 (2) 2.54 (9) 3.20 (22) 2.40 (18)

1966 2.94 (7) 2.80 (28) 2.26 (18) 2.69 (3) 2.66 (13) 2.82 (23) 2.40 (25)

1967 3.17 (7) 3.00 (18) 2.45 (12) 2.75 (4) 334 (13)2.93 (20) 2.97 (16)

1968 2.87 (14) 3.66 (27) 3.21 (12) 0 (0) 2.29 (5) 3.21 (18) 2.62 (18)

1969 4.10 (8) 4.20 (16) 3.48 (10) 2.67 (2) 3.37 (7) 3.47 (12) 3.20 (11)

1970 3.34 (7) 4.10 (18) 3.35 (9) 3.06 (3) 3.61 (8) 3.42 (9) 2.56 (11)

1971 3.76 (11) 4.19 (26) 4.60 (6) 2.12 (6) 4,21r (6) 3.69 (16) 3.09 (17)

1972 4.15 (11) 3.84 (19) 3.00 (7) 3.88 (3) 3.74 (6) 3.50 (18) 3.13 (21)

1973 4.07 (9) 4.55 (16) 1.22 (3) 0.40 (1) 9.44 (8) 4.00 (13) 3.27 (16)

1974 4.94 (11) 4.68 (25) 2.48 (6) 0.49 (1) 0 (0) 3.74 (17) 4.02 (17)

The sales values are expressed in average dollars per square foot of land for
the designated school attendance areas. Included in this sales value is the
cost of both the land and improvement. The number of sales used to derive
the sales value figure is indicated in parentheses following the sales value
figure.
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Attachment SA

CONSTRUCTION OF CRIME AND FIRE RATES BY

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREA
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5A-1

Construction of Crime Rates

A crime rate as used in this study is the number of offenses per 1000

population. It is constructed in the following way. First, data listing

offense by census tract of occurrence are available. Second, the

percentage of population in the tract which lies within the school

attendance area is known. In order to know how many offenses which

occurred in the tract actually happened within the school attendance

area, one must assume that crime is evenly distributed throughout the

census tract. To estimate the number of offenses in a given tract that

should be allocated to the school attendance area, the percentage of the

population of the tract within the school attendance area is multiplied

times the number of offenses occurring in the tract. This procedure is

repeated for all tracts which include in their areas parts of the school

attendance area. After this has_been done, the sum of allocated Offenses

is taken. This sum represents the estimated number of offenses occurring

in the school attendance area in a given year.

r
The crime rate is simply expressed as r =

numbe of offenses x 1000
population of attendance area

Given the difficulty of generating population estimates for each year,

1970 school attendance area population figures are used as these are

readily available. The crime rate is simply a device used for making

comparisons of criminal activity in various geographical areas.

In most cases, crime in a given census tract is allocated to the

attendance area according to the percentage of the tract which lies within

the school attendance area. There are some exceptions to this guideline.

For example, census tract 109 is 97.9 percent within the Georgetown
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SA-2

attendance area. The part of the tract which lies without the area is

part of the Concord area yet is actually closer to Georgetown Elementary

than it is to Concord Elementary. A large part of tract 109 that is

without the Georgetown area is Boeing Field and only a small section of

that portion of the tract is residential. Since this residential portion

of the tract is closer to Georgetown school, 100 percent of tract 109 is

allocated to the Georgetown attendance area.

Another exception to the general guideline is that when less than

3 percent of the tract is included in the attendance area, offenses in

that tract are excluded from analysis. Thus, in the Concord area where

two tracts are outside of Seattle city limits and where three tracts are

less than 3 percent within the attendance area, only tract 112 is used

for analysis. In the Summit area where 3.1 percent of tract 75 is in the

attendance area, offenses in this tract are included, because the area is

relatively homogeneous and because it is a high crime area.

This allocation procedure admittedly has its faults. This is

particularly true when it is said that 11.5 crimes in tract x are allocated

to the school attendance area. In cases where there is a fraction of

crimes, 0.5 or greater numbers are rounded to the next higher whole number.

For example, 11.5 would be rounded to 12. It is important to remember

that these crime rates are at best estimates of criminal activity in a

given neighborhood. Detailed data sheets containing the numbers of

crimes in each tract and the numbers allocated to school attendance areas

are available at the Bureau of School Service and Research, University of

Washington.
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5A-3

Construction of Fire Rates

A fire rate as used in this study is the number of residential fires per

# of residential fires x 1000
1000 occupied households. It is defined as r =

# of occupied households

The number of residential fires in a given school attendance area is

determined in the same way as is the number of crimes in a given school

attendance area. The allocation process and the percentages of census

tracts used in the process are the same as those used in the analysis of

crime statistics. Again, it is assumed that fires are evenly distributed

throughout the census tract.

The number of occupied households is determined in the following way.

The number of occupied households by census block is available as is the

percentage of each block which is included in the school attendance area.

Thus, the number of households in a given block which is in the school

attendance area is the product of the number of households within the

block and the percentage of that block within the school attendance area.

By repeating the procedure for all blocks in the attendance area and by

summing over the blocks, it is possible to obtain the estimated number

of occupied households in the school attendance area. Again, one must

assume that occupied households are evenly distributed throughout the

census block.

With this information, it is possible to compute fire rates for

closure, control, and city areas. These rates are estimates of the number

of residential fires per 1000 occupied households. Detailed data sheets

demonstrating the construction of these rates are available at the Bureau

of School Service and Research, University of Washington.
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Differences between School Neighborhood
and City Property Crime Ratesa

School Area
b

Two Years
Before.
Closure

One Year
Before
Closure

Year of
Closure

One Year
After

Closure

Two Years
After

Closure

Interlake (1971) + 2.13 - 4.22 -11.80 -15.84 24.75

Allen -15.36 -24.10 -21.32 -21.25 -26.94
i.

Georgetown (1971) 173.31 145.08 122.87 86.64 89.59

Concord - 2.87 10.84 4.29 36.92 17.17

Mann (1968) 15.99 12.31 47.56 50.13 32.03

Minor 21.35 32.60 64.70 81.06 49.36

Leschi 12.69 8.86 26.39 20.27 13.92

a"Crime rates" refers to the number of reported offenses per thousand
population. The differences are those between neighborhood and city-
wide property offenses for the years under consideration. A positive
difference indicates the rate of crime was higher in the school
neighborhood area than it was in the city as a whole.

b
The year of closure is indicated for closure schools. Crime rates are
listed for two years before and after closure; e.g., in Interlake-
Allen, property offenses are listed for the years 1969, 1970, 1971,
1972 and 1973.
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Part One Crime Rates

(Number of Reported Offenses per Thousand Population)

School Area 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 19-7-57]

Interlake 37.68 40.07 51.60 92.06 79.34 71.24 56.77 $2.63 65.67

Allen 32.46 42.45 56.72 74.10 58.36 54.09 48.03 48.03 50.16

Decatur 15.67 19.83 22.10 30.71 35.51 31.35 25.59 40-94 39.35 25.59

Maple Leaf 23.53 28.86 33.75 50.18 47.74 49.29 36.63 37.52 58.61 43.96

Georgetown 176.96 205.14 215.08 284.70 257.36 218.81 174.89 184.00 211.36

Concord 61.39 52.67 66.42 94.26 99.63 .88.90 113.05 101.31 98.96

Mann 65.92 73.18 73.18 83.04 105.79 164.67 188.59 151.54 147.78 113.54 122.21

Minor 68.27 68.43 67.61 87.21 126.25 177.69 222.76 172.46 169.19 142.41 156.13

Leschi 40.48 46.32 56.54 12.81 95.35 126.43 142.50 123.51 114.12 97.43 89.09

Summit 165.72 187.34 243.67 209.31 213.44 192.98 220.41 495.41 335.21 392.52 346.61

Maple 38.87 49.98 50.41 81.16 77.53 71.98 67.28 68.56 79.03

City 34.15 34.82 43.36 40.22 42.64 41.13 48.31 69.66 73.64 96.86 89.58 81.66 74.51 81.45 .92.06 93.25
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Property Crime Rates

(Number of Reported Offenses per Thousand Population)

School Area 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

Interlake 33.55 35.62 45.95 86.18 72.83 58.04 47.54 45.63 58.20

Allen 28.69 38.69 51.14 68.69 52.95 48.52 42.13 43.44 45.25

Decatur 15.03 19.19 20.79 28.47 32.95 29.11 24.31 18.71 36.47 23.03

Maple Leaf 20.87 26.64 31.53 47.74 43.07 44.40 32.85 34.41 54.84 39.30

Georgetown 152.92 181.52 179.44 257.36 222.13 192.71 150.02 159.97 193.12

Concord 52.33 44.95 61.05 81.18 87.89. 74.13 100.30 87.55 85.21

Mann 60.52 58.17 54.66 61.93 74.60 110.25 134.18 109.08 103.68 77.64 91.48.

Minor 63.04 56.18 52.26 67.29 94.89 127.39 165.11 126.41 125.27 105.34 120.37

Leschi 37.97 39.01 44.02 58.63 71.15 89.08 104.32 90.97 82.41 70.31 69.26

Sumit 157.75 173.62 235.47 200.94 195.59 171.65 189.26 461.81 285.52 324.58 295.33

Maple 34.60 44.22 41.86 70.91 67.71 48.70 49.55 55.96 67.28

City 32.80 33.45 41.73 38.58 38.60 36.57 45.94 62.29 62.69 84.05 77.05 69.84 6:1.0 ':.",.' 79.98 79.38
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Residential Fire Rates

(Number of Residential Fires per Thousand Occupied Households)

School Area 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Interlake 6.65 4.16 5.83 5.83 5.41 6.66 7.91 5.83 4.16

Allen 6.43 4.71 5.14 6.43 5.57 4.71 4.71 4.29 4.71

Decatur 1.98 3.97 3.97 3.97 1.98 1.98 1.98 3.97 1.98

Maple Leaf 4.45 5.19 6.68 4.45 5.93 4.45 5.19 5.19 4.45

Georgetown 12.21 11.27 5.63 13.15 5.63 12121 15.02 8.45 9.39

.

Concord 13.53 11.84 12.69 10.15 5.92 5.92 9.31 11.84 8.46

Mann 21.22 15.25 19.89 25.86 15.92 19.23 11.94 17.90 14.59

Minor 11.64 11.98 14.03 15.75 13.01 13.69 11.30 10.61 13.01

Leschi 12.33 11.77 15.13 17.94 10.65 12.89 9.53 13.45 11.77

Summit 9.42 10.99 9.59 9.09 8.26

Maple 4.48 3.84 3.84 4.48 6.40 5.76 7.04 10.24 5.76

City 6.22 6.48 6.92 6.62 5.93 6.52 6.45 6.90 6.44
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6A-1

Once maps including school attendance and precinct boundaries were

drawn, it was necessary to allocate legislative district precincts to

school attendance areas. Only those precincts close to the school and

75 percent or more within the attendance area are allocated to the school

area. It is not possible to follow this general guideline in all cases.

The reason for this is twofold. First, precincts are aggregated for

reporting purposes, and it is not possible to split these aggregates

without examination of individual voting records. Thus, in some cases

it was

area.

necessary to include precincts almost totally without the attendance

For

aggregated

the Lesehi

example, in the Leschi area, precincts 85, 87, and 101 are

for reporting purposes. Precinct 87 is almost totally without

attendance area, but precincts 85 and 101 are totally within.

In order to include precincts 85 and 101, in which Leschi Elementary

School is located, it is necessary to include precinct 87.

A second reason mhy it is not always possible to follow the general

guideline described above is that precinct boundaries change over time

due to legislative redistricting. These changing boundaries make it

difficult to obtain geographic units which are comparable over time.

When boundary and aggregation problems are coupled, it is even more

difficult to obtain these comparable geographic units. This combination

of problems is most apparent in tl.e. Maple Leaf and Georgetown areas.

For example, in Georgetown in 1973, new precinct 130 was constructed to

include old precincts 130 and 132: In turn, new precinct 130 was aggregated

with precincts 131 and 129, both of which are totally without the Georgetown

area. Even though precinct 130 is for the most part within the Georgetown
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6A-2

attendance area, it was excluded from analysis partly because it is

industrial and is located some distance from the school. Given this and

given that precinct 130 is aggregated with two precincts totally without

the attendance area, it makes sense to exclude precinct 130 from the

analysis.

An attempt has been made to achieve comparable geographic areas for

the purpose of analysis of levy results. Due to the aforementioned

problems, it has not been possible'to secure comparable units in all

cases. For the most part, however, it is possible to obtain comparability.

In the cases of Interlake-Allen, Decatur, Mann, and Minor comparable

geographic units with minor variations exist. Leschi presents one

hindrance which has been mentioned. Precinct boundaries in the Georgetown

and Concord,areas have changed markedly, but precincts close to the schools

have remained unchanged for the most part. By examining precincts close

to the school, it is possible to circumvent the problems of redistricting

and aggregation.

The Maple Leaf area, where precinct boundary changes have been

frequent and where numerous combinations of precincts for reporting

purposes have occurred, presents the greatest problem with respect to

achieving comparability. Not only is it difficult to achieve comparability

for the whole attendance area, it is difficult to obtain areas close to

the school which are comparable over time. The problem is greatest in

the years 1972-1975 when precinct boundary changes were frequent.

Specific maps of the attendance areas and data sheets exhibiting

levy results used in the analysis are available at the Bureau of School

Service and Research.

3 ;2



Attachment 6B

SELECTION OF PRECINCTS CLOSE TO THE SCHOOL

3 3



6B-1

In order to circumvent the problems involved in allocation and in

order to determine if school support in areas close to the school is

related to school closure, precincts close to the school were selected

for analysis. The problems involved in the selection of these precincts

are similar to those encountered in the allocation of precincts to

attendance areas. Due:to aggregation of precincts, it is necessary to

select several precincts in some school areas, whereas in other areas it

is necessary to select only two precincts. For example in the Interlake

area six precincts were selected, whereas in Georgetown only two were

selected. Georgetown Elementary School is located in precinct 95 which

is aggregated with precinct 92 for reporting purposes whereas Interlake

Elementary School is located in precinct 107 which is aggregated with

precincts 108 and 109, and is close to precincts 110 and 111 which are

aggregated with precinct 119. It would seem that the concept of closeness

to school differs in the various attendance areas due in part to precinct

size and aggregation. Because of this, the selection process is somewhat

arbitrary.

Again, the combination of precinct boundary changes and aggregation

of precincts hinders the achievement of comparable geoiraphic units

particularly in the Maple Leaf and Leschi areas. In these areas, it is

not possible to obtain areas close to the school; hence results are missing

for certain time periods. Data sheets containing precincts "close to

school" used in the analysis of levy results are on file at the Bureau of

School Service and Research.
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Percent "Yes" to Levy

School Area 11/66 1/67 11/67 11/68 2/69 11/69,1/70 3/71 5/71 2/72 2/73 3/73 2/74 2/75&
Interlake 58.8 75.2 56.5 79.1 67.3 80.9 63.1 56.1 68.5 67.0 47.6

Allen 50.6 69.0 48.5 75.2 53.3 72.1 54.7 45.3 54.1 53.3 41.4

Decatur 63.8 83.6 63.0 81.9 63.3 78.2 63.6 54.7 61.0 68.0 53.9

Maple Leaf 66.1 83.5 64.7 85.2 61.6 79.8 65.5 57.0 69.4 72.9 56.5

Georgetown 45.7 55.7 38.3 57.5 33.3 60.8 42.2 35.1 46.7 39.3 43.0

Concord 49.1 58,7 44.8 66.3 56.5 71.6 38.3 37.2 53.4 44.3 35.8

Mann 64.1 91,3 76.5 73.7 85.9 69.0 921a 82.3 93.2 80.2

Minor 60.0 82.6 63.9 67.4 82.8 62.7 82.0 74.4 86.9 66.2

Leschi 66.0 93.7 79.2 73.9 87.3 74.5 93.0 87.8 94.3 79.3

City 58.1 84.2 66.8 58.3 76.2 56.5 77.9 63.1 79.0 60.0 53.8 63.3 63.8 49.9

a
One precinct not reported -- partial results,
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Percent "Yes" to Levy. in Precincts Close to School

School Area 11/66 1/67 11/67 11/68 2/69 11/69 1/70 3/71 5/71 2/72 2/73 3/73 2/74 2/75

Interlake 58.2 74.9 59.3 79.6 63.7 78.9 61.7 55.# 65:6 63.9 45.8

Allen 55.4 68.4 54.0 75.3 54.9 72.9 58.2 48.1 57.0 56.7 43.3

Decatur 62.2 82.4 60.1 82.4 61.2 77.4 64.9 52.0 59.2 69.2 52.7

Maple Leaf 65.1 84.0 65.3 a a a 65.7 63.9 72.6 75.3 55.8

Georgetown 50.9 58.7 38.1 60.0 31.2 59.0 38.7 35.7 51.8 36.8 35.3

Concord 47.2 68.2 44.1 72.4 56.7 64.3 41.3 32.7 49.6 43.0 32.1

Mann 66.2 91.7 78.2 73.5 87.1 70.2 94.01) 81.4 94.2 81.9

Minor 60.3 82.6 59.6 64.1 82.3 62.4 87.8 74.3 92.2 a

Leschi 63.2 a 77.7 75.4 87.1 76..7 a a a 79.5

a
Results not attainable as changes in aggregation of precincts for reporting purposes make it impossible
to obtain comparable geographic areas over time.

b
One precinct not reported -- partial results.
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Percent Differences Between "Yes" Vote in School Attendance Areas and Precincts Close to School

School Area 11/66 1/67 11/67 11/68 2/69 11/69 1/70 3/71 5/71 2/72 2/73 3/73 2/74 2/75

Interlake 0.6 0.3 -2.8 -0.5 3.6 2.0 1.4 0.2 2.9 3.1 1.8

,

Allen -4.8 0.6 -5.5 -0.1 -1.6 -0.8 -3.5 -2.8 -2.9 -3.4 -1.9

Decatur 1.6 1.2 2.9 -0.5 0.4 0.8 -1.3 2.7 1.8 1.2 1.2

Maple Leaf 1.0 -0.5 -0.6 a a a -0.2 -6.9 -3.2 -2.4 -0.7

Georgetown -5.2 -3.0 0.2 -2.5 0-.2 0.8 1.8 -0.6 -5.1 2.5 7.2

Concord -1.9 -9.5 0.7 -6.1 -0.2 7.3 -3.0 4.5 3.8 1.3 3.7

Mann -2.1 -0.4 -1.7 0.2 -1.2 -3.2 -1.9 0.9 0.1 -1.7

Minor -0.3 0 -0.2 3.3 0.5 0.3 -5.8 0.1 -5.3 a

Leschi 2.8 a 3.8 -1.5 0.2 -2.2 a a a -0.2

a
Results not available due to aggregation of precincts for reporting purposes.
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